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~ The Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, AUGUST 16, 1873. 
— 


ArTER CONSIDERABLE HESITATION and, if the rumour 
mentioned in the Z'imes may be trusted, after “ making 
inquiries into the elements of chancery practice,” the 
Attorney-General at length decided to decline the Master- 
ship of the Rolls. The office was then offered to and 
accepted by the Solicitor-General. The appointment 
will probably be received with satisfaction by all branches 
of the profession. From the extent and variety of Sir 
George Jessel’s practice, both behind and within the bar, 
* heis probably unsurpassed in that knowledge of the details 
of Chancery practice, which is so valuablein a judge of first 
instance. Throughout his professional career he has been 
remarkable for the rapidity with which he accomplished 
his work; it was to this faculty chiefly that he attributed 
his success; and it may fairly be expected that in this 
tespect he will prove no unworthy successor to the judge 
before whom he so long practised. His acuteness and 
grasp of mind are well-known. He is not wanting in 
the self-confidence engendered by a career of extra- 
ordinary success, and he comes to his work at an age and 
ina state of health which appear to promise a long con- 
tinuance of his services to the country. If he does not 

all the qualities that are to be desired on the 

bench, he is likely, at any rate—to use a phase well under- 

stood, but somewhat difficult to explain—to prove a 
nently “strong” judge. 

leading facts of the new judge's career may be 

summed up in a few words. He was born in 1825 and, 

after. y distinguishing himself at University College 





University of London, was called to the bar in 

soon acquired an extensive junior practice. 

hed a silk gown in 1865 and, as was predicted 

at the time by those who knew him best, his practice in- 


creased without interruption. Though he did not enter 
Parliament till 1868, he had for a long time previously 
been pointed to as likely to obtain office at an early date ; 
and when in 1871 Sir John Coleridge became Attorney- 
General, the appointment of Sir G. Jessel as Solicitor- 

eral was treated almost as a matter of course. The 
present appointment is the first instance of a member of 
the Jewish faith obtaining a seat on the bench of this 


country, 





Noumerovs terrens in our columns have borne witness 
to the dissatisfaction occasioned by the action of the 
Council of the Incorporated Law Society in issuing the 
circular of the 6th ult. with reference to the coming 

We must confess ourselves at a loss to under- 
stand the reasons which can have led to this proceeeding. 
The Council themselves admit that “ they were anxious 
to adhere to the determination they had formed to ab- 
stain from any course which might seem to influence the 
election,” and the reason they allege is utterly inadequate 
to justify their departure from this wise decision. If any 
circular had been issued likely, in the opinion of the 
Council, to mislead, the simple and obvious course would 
have been to publish a note intimating that the Council 
had refrained, and would continue to refrain, from inter- 





fering in any way in the election. Instead of this, ap« 
parently on the principle that “ two wrongs make a right,” 
the Council proceed at once to follow the example they 
reprobate. They intimate that they should “ prefer to 
see at the Council table” a number of gentlemen, includ- 
ing nine of themselves. But surely the question of what 
the Council would prefer is wholly irrelevant to the issue 
before the electors, which we understand to be, who are 
the men most likely to advance the interests of the pro- 
fession during this important and critical period? It 
may be, however, that the expression to which we have 
adverted is intended merely to intimate that in the 
opinion of the Council the gentlemen named are the 
best qualified for this purpose. If so, we can only 
say that the words are most unhappily chosen. 

The evils of the course which has been adopted are too 
obvious to need much comment. In the first place, if it 
is understood that an official list will on every occasion be 
put forth, no one will willingly become a candidate 
unless his name is certain to appear in it, for under 
ordinary circumstances the influence of the Council will 
be sufficient to secure the election of their nominees and 
to exclude all others. Thus the Society will at once 
sink back into the apathetic state from which it has been 
struggling to emerge. 

Moreover, the issue of such a list will render the 
position of any other candidate who may be elected one 
of extreme difficulty. He will come to the Council with 
the knowledge that he is not the candidate whom his 
colleagues desired to see in his place, and with the 
feeling that he is regarded, almost necessarily, rather as & 
successful usurper than as a councillor to be cordially 
welcomed. This state of things will tend to pro- 
duce, and unless there is a very great amount of tact 
on both sides, must produce and deepen a feeling of 
mistrust and division at the Council Board, which will be 
far from agreeable to its members or beneficial to the 
interests of the Society. 

At the present time many of those who have recently 
taken a prominent part in the Society’s affairs are absent 
from London, but we hope that at the earliest oppor- 
tunity some decided step will be taken to ensure the 
freedom of elections and prevent the repetition of such 
a circular as that which has drawn forth these comments. 
The issue of that circular evidences a complete misconcep- 
tion of the feelings of thé Society at large, and renders it 
necessary that the course $o be taken in future should be 
expressly laid down, and not allowed to rest upon a sim- 
ple understanding. 





Tre cask or Mare v. Rony, which was recently tried 
before Baron Martin at the Surrey Assizes, and in which 
the plaintiff was nonsuited, raised a point of consider- 
able importance to the mercantile world. The action 
was on foreign bills of exchange to the amount of 
£1,900 by the indorser against the indorsee. The bills 
bore the proper adhesive stamps, but the stamps were can- 
called by a cross drawn over them. The 17 & 18 
Vict. c. 83,,which applied at the time of the indorsement, 
provides that the cancellation of the stamp shall be 
effected by the indorser, transferor, or negotiator 
writing thereon his name or the name of his firm, and the 
date of the day and year on which he shall so write the 
same. It was objected that the failure to comply with 
the provisions of the Act was fatal to the action, and 
he learned judge soheld. This provision of the Act 
of Parliament has been animadverted upon by the 
writer of. a letter in the Times as a serious addition to 
the numerous illustrations of the way in which, through 
official pedantries in Acts of Parliament, the rational 
course of justice may be interfered with. It seems 
to be assumed that the only object of the . cancel- 
lation is to prevent the stamps being used again. 
This is no doubt one object, and is expressed to be 
so by the Act itself, but there is a reason why the 
mode of cancellation may be material. The writing of 
the date on the stamp may be intended to show that the 
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adhesive stamp was affixed by the indorsee at the time 
of the indorsement. By the 17 & 18 Vict. c. 83, the ad- 
hesive stamp must be on the foreign bill at the time of 
its transfer, indorsement, or negotiation, and the bill 
cannot be stamped afterwards on payment of a penalty. 
It is questionable how far the decision above referred to 
is of importance with respect to bills of exchange and 
promissory notes since the Stamp Act of 1870 (33 & 
34 Vict. c. 97). The law appears to be considerably 
modified by that Act. The 24th section provides 
that an instrument which is required or permitted to be 
stamped with an adhesive stamp, is not to be deemed 
duly stamped with an adhesive stamp unless the person 
required by law to cancel such adhesive stamp cancels 
the same by writing on or across the stamp his name or 
initials or the name or initials of his firm, together with 
the true date of his so writing, so that the stamp may 
be effectually cancelled and rendered incapable of being 
used for any other instrument, or unless it is otherwise 
proved that ‘the stamp appearing on the instrument 
was affixed thereto at the proper time. So far, therefore, 
asinstruments coming within this provision are concerned, 
mere omission to cancel properly is not fatal if it can be 
shown otherwise that the stamp was affixed at the proper 
time. This last provision clearly shows the reason why 
the mode of cancellation must be by writing the date, 
and that the requirement is not the piece of pedantry 
the writer in the 7imes rather hastily assumes it to be. 
But with regard to foreign bills there are special pro- 
visions which to a great extent render the whole question 
immaterial. It is provided by section 51, with respect 
to foreign bills, that if at the time when any such bill or 
note comes into the hands of any bond fide holder thereof, 
there is affixed thereto an adhesive stamp not duly 
cancelled it shall be competent for such holder to cancel 
such stamp as if he were the person by whom it was 
affixed, and upon his doing so such bill or note shall be 
deemed duly stamped and as valid and available as if the 
stamp had been duly cancelled by the person by whom 
it was affixed. The person who failed duly to cancel the 
stamp in the first instance is, however, to remain liable 
to the penalty enacted for his neglect. 





WE NOTICE WITH SOME SURPRISE that in a recent appli- 
cation to the Lancaster Chancery Court, in the winding 
up of the Liverpool and District Building Society, the 
Vice-Chancellor appears to have treated it as an open 
question whether, in the winding up of a solvent com- 
pany, creditors are entitled to interest after the date of 


the winding-up order. Mr. Little is reported to have 
said that he was not aware whether there had been any 
express decision of the,Court upon the point. A refe- 
rence to Re Humber Ironworks Company, Warrant 
Finance Company's case, No. 1 (17 W. R. 780, L. R. 4 
Ch. 643), will show that in that case, which practically 
settled the question of interest in winding up, the sub- 
ject is expressly dealt with by the Court. In the event 
of there being an ultimate surplus the dividends will be 
treated as ordinary payments on account, and each divi- 
dend ‘will be applied, in the first place, to the payment 
of the interest due at the date of such dividend, and the 
surplus (if any) to the reduction of the principal. It is 
true that in the case to which we have referred the com- 
pany appears to have been, in fact, insolvent, and that 
therefore it may be said that what was there laid down 
as to the course of administration in the case of a sol- 
vent company amounts to no more than an obiter dictum ; 
but an examination of the case will show that this is not 
quite so, The Court was laying down the rule for the 
guidance of the liquidator, and giving him directions as 
to how dividends were to be be treated as applied in the 
two cases of the estate ultimately turning out to be 
either solvent or insolvent. 





Lorp Carrxs’ sEconD AWARD in the Albert Arbitration 
conteins much interesting information as to the work 
done in the course of the arbitration, and affords the 





to all the other business connected with the liquidation 
of the various companies, it appears, by a comparison 
of the first award with the second, that 135 cases haye 
been argued at the public sittings before the arbitrator, 
The costs incurred by the different companies included 
in the arbitration in the liquidation proceedings which 
took place in the Court of Chancery before the passing 
of the Arbitration Act amount in the aggregate to 
£71,870, while the costs of the arbitration, so far as we 
can ascertain from the share of expenses allotted to each 
of the companies, amount to £58,425 17s. 7d. The ex. 
penses of the Albert Company alone in the Chancery 
proceedings were £49,408 5s. 2d., while its share of ex. 
penses of execution of the Arbitration Act amount only 
to £23,923 93. The passing of the Act appears to have 
cost £3,026 6s. 8d. 

The award goes carefully into the particulars relating 
to the produce of the calls made, the assets existing and 
the claims established on the liquidation of each of the 
companies. In the case of four of them the contribu. 
tories are to have the gratification of receiving back 4 
proportion of the calls paid on the shares, varying in 
amount from £3 10s. in the Family Endowment Society 
to tenpence in the Anchor Company. The creditors of 
the Albert receive a dividend of 3s. 6d. in the pound. It 
is noteworthy that, out of a call on the contributories of 
the Albert of the nominal amount of £317,411, there was 
a total loss, by compromise and abandonment, of 
£155,878 2s. 8d., reducing the actual aggregate produce 
of the call (including interest on arrears) to 
£112,552 15s, 3d. 





In MANY REsPEcTs the appointment of Lord Romilly to 
succeed the late Lord Westbury in the affairs of the | 
European Arbitration may be expected to give general 
satisfaction. As Master of the Rolls his Lordship had an 
experieuce in winding-up business as large perhaps as — 
that of any judge on the Bench; and he will bring to © 
the task of completing Lord Westbury’s labours, both 
the aptitude of a judge well versed in the clas3 of ques. 
tions which will come before him, and also, we confidently 
assume, a readiness to adopt and follow the principles 
upon which the arbitration has hitherto proceeded. We 
make this assumption because it would manifestly be 
most undesirable that in the decision of the cases which 
yet remain to be determined any lines should be followed 
other than those which have been marked out by Lon 
Westbury’s powerful hand. The late arbitrator has 
on all questions of principle so plainly indicated the 
course he would have followed, that his successor can 
scarcely fail, if so minded, to trace the outline of the road 
before him. 





CoNSIDERABLE ASTONISHMENT has been occasioned by | 
the announcement of the appointment of Mr. J. F. Collier 
as Mr. Serjeant Wheeler’s successor in the office of Judge 
of County Court Circuit No. 6. There are good ob- 
servers who think it not impossible that the new judge | 
may prove himself equal to the discharge of the duties 
to which he has been called; but we are bound to say | 
that nothing in his career on the Western Circuit ever 
led anyone to anticipate his elevation to a position of the 
importance of that which has been conferred on him. It 
is surely of the highest moment that a County Court | 
judge in a great mercantile city such as Liverpool 
should be a man of tried capacity and experience. Mr. 
Collier, whatever his merits in other respects may be, 
is certainly not this; and people will be apt to conclude 
that his principal qualification for the office is that he 
happens to be a near relation of a former law officer of 
Mr. Gladstone’s Government. 





We vunperstanp that the new Master of the Rolls will 
not be sworn in for two or three weeks, and that in the 
meantime Vice-Chancellor Bacon will sit at the Rolls 
House on Wednesdays under the recent order. 
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EVIDENCE OF TRADE USAGE. 


” The doctrine by which parol evidence of usage is ad- 
missible where there is a written contract is plainly in 

cases a deviation from the well-established rule of 
jurisprudence, which declares that where the parties have 
set down in writing the terms of the contract between 
them, the writing alone can be the evidence of what that 
contract is. It is obvious that this rule is a sound one, 
for it is manifestly desirable, and for the interest of con- 
tracting parties, that the terms of a contract should be 
reduced to writing, inasmuch as all doubts and difficul- 
ties arising from the fallibility of human memory and 
rom dishonesty and very much misunderstanding and 
uncertainty are thereby prevented, and it is likewise 
obvious that if, when a written contract exists, parol 
evidence were admissible, the result would constantly be 
that there might as well have never been a written 
contract at all. The difficulty is, however, that all 
general rules of law aiming at consequences generally 
beneficial are constantly producing results which in the 
particular instance amount to great injustice. Hence 
exceptions have a tendency to spring up with regard to 
matters in respect of which experience shows that the 
working of the general rule has frequently caused in- 
justice in the particular instance. The scope of the ap- 
plication of these exceptions is continually enlarged. A 
series of decisions occurs, of which each one seems 
naturally and almost inevitably to follow from its im- 
mediate predecessor, but which, nevertheless, when con- 
sidered as a whole, suggest a doubt whether the course 
of the law would have been the same if the ultimate 
result could have been foreseen by those whose judicial 
decisions first established the exception. 

The principle upon which evidence of usage was 
originally admitted to qualify written contracts was, that 
where there was a custom of a particular locality so 
nearly universal with respect to contracts of a particular 
kind as to make it only reasonable to suppose that the 
contracting parties must have contemplated and con- 
tracted with reference to it, then it must be presumed 
that such custom was intended to form part of the 
contract, though the writing was silent as to it, and that 
the parties did not mention it only because it was deemed 
superfluous to refer to anything so well established and 
so much a matter of course as forming part of all similar 
contracts. So, also, where a particular word has 
acquired an artificial meaning from long custom in a 
particular trade, it has been held that parties belonging 
to such trade and contracting with reference thereto 
must be taken to have meant to use the word, not in the 
ordinary sense in which any person unacquainted with 
the trade would use it, but in the senseinwhich, if talking 
by word of mouth on trade matters they would use it— 
viz., in its artificial sense. This last case does not seem 


‘bo strong as the former one; words are after all merely 


counters to represent things, and their meaning is only 
acquired by consensus; consequently it does not seem to 
he stretching the rule of law with respect to written 
documents to a very great extent to inquire into the 
sense in which the parties used 4 particular word by refer- 
ence to the general use of the word in the trade which they 
were carrying on. But, nevertheless, in this, as in other 
cases of infringement of a general rule, difficulties of all 
sorts immediately follow, and what may be called line 
Cases arise. The doctrine laid down as a guide to regu- 
late the admissibility of the evidence of usage is, that it 
May add to or explain the writing, but cannot vary or 
contradict it. It seems doubtful whether this can be 
Tegarded as a perfectly accurate expression of the rule 
to be deduced from the cases on the subject. It is clear 
that the contract must always be different in its effect 
the parol evidence has been received, for otherwise 

the eo evidence would not be necessary. In cases 
ere are ordinary and special meanings at- 

tached to a word which are not antagonistic, though 
‘somewhat different, it seems clear that the parol evidence 





of the sense in which the word is used in reference to a 
particular trade or business is admissible ; but if such a 
decision as that in which a “thousand” has been held 
by the usage of a particular trade to mean twelve 
hundred can be regarded as correct, it is clear that the 
rule above referred to is inaccurately expressed. For 
the ordinary meaning of the word “thousand” clearly 
does not indicate twelve hundred, and when the parol 
evidence is said to contradict the contract, it must be 
meant that it contradicts the ordinary meaning of the 
words used. It is impossible, however, in a short space 
to discuss the very important question in what terms 
the rule governing the admissibility of this class of 
evidence may be most accurately and exactly expressed. 
Many of the recent decisions with regard to stock- 
broking contracts, and the liability of agents as princi- 
pals in cases where they appear on the face of the con- 
tract to be merely agents, seem to stretch the ancient 
formula to its very utmost limits. 

What we desire to call attention to is the contrast 
between the notion by which the admissibility of this 
class of evidence was justified in the earlier cases, and 
the actual character of the evidence which is in fact now 
admitted to prove trade usages in; mercantile cases. 
The kind of evidence which, within the experience of 
everyone who has been frequently at Guildhall,is con- 
stantly given in mercantile cases of trade usage, is cer- 
tainly somewhat calculated to clash with the original 
idea that the evidence of the custom was admissible, 
because the custom was so well ascertained and almost 
universal that everyone making a contract with reference 
to the particular business might be presumed to have 
intended that it should apply. Such. evidence is very 
frequently of a loose and inaccurate character, and some- 
times even conflicting and contradictory. It expresses 
sometimes what mercantile men engaged in a particular 
kind of business consider to be right as between persons 
engaged in business, a sort of trade equity in fact. If 
in two or three instances within their own experience the 
witnesses have seen the particular course followed, this 
is sufficient ground, in their estimation, for proving that 
some vague ill-defined fluctuating sort of custom exists 
in the trade in relation to the matter. Frequently, too, 
it may be suspected that the evidence of mercantile men 
in respect of trade customs, such as those for instance by 
which an agent may be made personally liable as prin- 
cipal, merely expresses a layman’s confused and imper- 
fect notion of the law in relation to the particular sub- 
ject matter. Take again the cases with relation to con- 
tracts on the Stock Exchange. More wonderful examples 
of the uncertainty of trade customs could hardly be 
imagined. Of course contracts may be inaccurately and 
ambiguously expressed or complicated if written, and 
it may be difficult on the facts to say exactly what the 
contract between the parties is if the contract be un- 
written ; and so where the question depends on the con- 
struction of the written contract that the parties have 
made for themselves or the effect of the words and acts 
of the parties, it may well be expected that there should 
be doubts and differences in the minds of the judges: 
the ambiguity is of the parties’ own creating. But the 
practice by which a custom is imported into a written 
contract, or as against a party not in truth cognizant 
of the custom, would appear to be based on the notion 
that there is some certain definite custom the limits and 
conditions of which are capable of being accurately ex- 
pressed in words, whereas the spectacle presented by 
these decisions is that of judges not merely determining 
whether a custom definitely and distinctly put before 
them can or cannot legally be imported into a contract, 
but endeavouring, not without much doubt and difficulty, 
and even disagreement, to determine what the custom put 
forward really is. 

An important question has frequently been mooted, 
but we imagine never finally settled, with reference to 
trade usages, viz., the question whether it is necessary as 
a matter of law that a usage should be reasonable in 
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order to be imported into a contract as against a person 
employing an agent to contract, or contracting himself 
with relation to a particular business, such person being 
ignorant of the existence of any such usage. The unrea- 
sonableness of any alleged usage may be a strong ground 
for coming to the conclusion that it does not exist in 
point of fact, which the jury, or the judges in deciding 
whether a verdict is against evidence, are entitled to take 
into consideration, but assuming that the usage, though 
unreasonable, is proved to exist, 7.e., to be the constant 
established practice of a particular trade, it is somewhat 
difficult to see why it should not be imported into the 
contract according to the ordinary rules on the subject. 
The ground of importing such usages is the notion that 
being well-known to all the persons dealing in a particular 
way of business, and not being excluded by the contract, 
the parties must be taken to have meant to contract with 
reference to them according to the ordinary practice, and 
a person entering into a transaction in such line of busi- 
ness, or empowering some one else to do so for him, 
must be taken te know of their existence. If the prac- 
tice be well established as a fact, how does its reasonable- 
ness or unreasonableness affect the application of this 
principle ? Why should its unreasonableness or reason- 
ableness affect the presumption of knowledge on the part 
of the contracting party, which is based on the generality 
of the usage, not its reasonableness? It is clear if two 
parties contracted, knowing the custom, even though un- 
reasonable, they would be bound by it. On the other 
hand, there is manifestly a certain injustice in affecting 
a person with knowledge of an unreasonable custom of 
which he was really ignorant. The custom may be an 
unreasonable one in the interest of the party not belong- 
ing to the particular trade, but strongly for the interest 
of the person belonging to it, and to allow such a custom 
to be imported is obviously to deliver over laymen to the 
mercy of stich rules as brokers and other mercantile men 
may establish for their own convenience and profit. 

The truth is that the implication of the usage against 
the party ignorant of it is somewhat in the nature of an 
estoppel. There is no real aggregatio mentiwm in the 
case as to the usage, but the principle must be that the 
contracting party is bound to consider the probability 
that there are certain established practices and customs 
in a business, and if he does not make himself acquainted 
with them, but goes into the market and contracts with 
some one in the trade, he induces that party to suppose 
that he is contracting according to the ordinary modes of 
doing business. But all estoppels depend very much on 
equitable considerations drawn from the conduct of both 
parties. It may be said that the layman is not bound to 
expect that there are unreasonable usages connected with 
any trade; and the man of business, in contracting, is 
not entitled to assume that the layman is acquainted with 
or supposes himselt to be contracting on the terms of an 
unreasonable usage. It would seem, on the whole, that 
the latter is the most expedient view, but the question is 
as a matter of principle not without difficulty. 





THE REPORT OF THE COMMITTEE ON IM- 
PRISONMENT FOR DEBT BY THE COUNTY 
COURT JUDGES. 

The Select Committee appointed on the second day 
of the session to inquire into the subject of imprison- 
ment for debt by county court judges concluded their 
labours a few days only before Parliament rose. The 
evidence taken before them has not yet been issued, but 
we gatherfrom the “ proceedings of the committee”’ that 
during that lengthened period they took the evidence of 
two drapers and a silk mercer, three accountants, an iron- 

-Inonger, a corn factor, a merchant, and a surgeon; but 

appear to have contented themselves with examining 

four only out of the fifty-eight county court judges 

“whose administration of the law was the subject of in- 

quiry. And among the many English solicitors who 

could have afforded specially valuable information, but 





$< 


two appear to have been summoned as witnesses. The- 
resolutions agreed upon by the committee will be found 
elsewhere. Nos. 1 to 7, describing the evils of the exist.. 
ing law, were proposed by Mr. Bass and adopted by ‘the- 
committee almost without alteration. They will cer- 
tainly constitute a valuable lever for helping t 


Parliament the measure which their author has intimated — 


his intention of re-introducing next session. 

The résolutions are accompanied by a report affordi: 
explanations on some points, as to which explanation ig 
certainly needed. Thus it appears that the first resolu. 


tion, which declares that the administration of the lay — 


relating to imprisonment for debt by the county court 
judges is “ unequal and uncertain in its results,” meang. 
only that the terms of imprisonment prescribed by dif- 
ferent judges vary considerably in duration. If that is 
an evil it is certainly capable of an easy legislative re. 


medy, and points rather to an amendment of the law _ 


than to its total abolition. "With reference to this reso. 
lution and to the third, which speaks of the “ numeroug. 
commitments to prison in default of payment of small 
debts,” it is singular that no reference is made in the 
report to the practice which, we believe, is general with 
county county judges, of allowing an interval to elapse 
before the order for imprisonment is put in force. No- 
mention is made of the very small proportion of caseg 
of actual imprisonment when compared with the number: 
of judgment summonses taken out. We have not by 
us the latest statistics on the subject, but it has been 
stated that a return laid before Parliament last year 
showed that while 113,000 judgment summonses were 
issued, only about 7,000 debtors were imprisoned. That 
is to say, in 106,000 cases the mere fear of imprisonment 
procured payment of the debt—a tolerably strong proof 
of the efficacy of the process for accomplishing the ob- 
ject in view—of making debtors who have the means of 
paying pay their debts, and proof, too, of the large 
number of persons who require this stimulus to induce 
them to pay their debts. The committee affirm that ime 
prisonment “ often inflicts unmerited punishment upon 
the honest debtor.” We are rather curious to under- 
stand the circumstances undef which this comes to pass, 
By an honest debtor we understand a debtor who, 
having contracted his debt without fraud, does his best 
to pay it. A debtor on whom imprisonment is inflicted 
must have had the means of paying his debt, and yet 
not have paid it—a decidedly dishonest debtor, we 
should say. The committee admit that the county court 
judges are careful to enquire into the debtor’s means 
of payment. In deciding upon the debtor's ability 
to pay, they say the county court judges “take great 
pains to ascertain the facts, and to adjudicate upon them 
justly and equitably.” They allow that the wages 
the debtor is earning, and the circumstances and 
demands of his family “are roughly proved,” but they 
state that his indebtedness to other people “is seldom, 
if ever, ascertained.” Here, again, the evil alleged ape 
pears to point at an alteration of the law. If it ig 
desirable to adopt this recommendation of the committee 
what would be easier than to enact a provision similar to 
that contained in the Bankruptcy Act, 1861, requiring 
every county court judge, in deciding whether the 
party had sufficient means to pay the debt, to take into 
consideration all his debts and liabilities? The com. 
mittee themselves propose that the debtor shall be re« 
quired to deliver in a full account of all the debts due 
from him, and of his means of payment. But having 
pointed out the means of removing the evils of the exist. 
ing remedy, the committee proceed to propose its aboli- 
tion and to recommend the substitution for it of an 
execution against the goods of the debtor—a process 
which, as was pointed out to the committee, would in 
many cases be no remedy at all, since frequently the 
debtor has no goods which can be taken. 


The committee, in fact, appear to! have looked at the 
matter under discussion rather from a sentimental than 
a practical point of view. In condemning the law re* 
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lating to the remedies against large and small debtors | 


as unequal, they have lost sight of the fact that the two 
‘eases are by no means parallel. There may perhaps be 
nogood reason why small debtors should not be permitted 
‘to have recourse to proceedings in bankruptcy, but there 
eertainly is good reason why such debtors should not be 

itted completely to escape payment of their debts. 
‘The committee’s care for the “honest debtor” who does 
not pay his debts is great and anxious. The honest 
creditor is left to take care of himself. Yet, even from 
the point of view of the small debtor, it is more than 
doubtful whether the abolition of the power of imprison- 
ment would be for his benefit. In the opinion of men 
who have special opportunities of observation, the result 
would be either to destroy much of the credit now 
enjoyed by the poor, or considerably to raise its price. 
The committee themselves point out that the great 
majority of the county court judges are “in favour of 
maintaining the existing law, upon the ground that credit 
is absolutely necessary to the working classes; and in 
their opinicn the retail traders would no longer give that 
credit if the power of enforcing or compelling the pay- 
ment by means of imprisonment were taken away.” 








NOTES. 


The select committee on the boundaries of parishes, 
unions, and counties have presented a report stating that 
they agreed to the following resolutions :—‘“ That with 
respect to subdivided parishes, which are very numerous, 
and often consist of many detached parts, some of them 
being extremely small, and others at a considerable 
distance from the main body of the parish, the committee 
are of opinion that it would generally be convenient that 
any such detached part should be annexed to some 
adjoining parish or parishes, or constituted into a separate 
parish, and that the Local Government Board should be 
empowered, after local inquiry, to make such change by 
order under their seal ; provided that, in the event of objec- 
tion being taken to the change by a majority of two-thirds 
in number and value of the ratepayers of any parish 
affected, sach order shall be provisional only until con- 
firmed by Parliament. That the existence of small parishes 
(of which there is a large number) is productive of inconve. 
nienc®, and occasions unnecessary expense ; and it is expe- 
dient that power be vested in the Local Government Board 
to unite a parish with a population of less than 100 to an 
adjoining parish for all civil purposes, the order, however, 
to be provisional only until confirmed by Parliament. That 
where a parish overlaps a county boundary, of which the 
instances are few, the Local Government Board should have 
authority, acting by provisional order, to include either 
the whole or any part of any such parish in one of the 
counties in which it is now partly situate, provided that 
no alteration of a county boundary shall be made except on 
the application, or with the assent. of the Courts of 
Quarter Session of the counties in which the parishes 
are partly situate. That, in the case of parishes lying 
partly within and partly without urban sanitary dis. 
tricts, it may be expedient that such parishes should 
he divided, and the divisions constituted into separate 
parishes, or annexed to other parishes, within the same 
sanitary area; and that where new urban districts are 
formed, consisting wholly or partly of divided parishes, a 
similar division or annexation should be made; and tbat 
consequently power should be given to the Local 
Government Board to effect such division or annexa- 
tion by provisional order. That, where there is a de- 
tached portion of a county situate in other counties, 
Provision should be made for annexing such detached 
ange to the county by which it is surrounded. 

hat, as the Local Government Board are now empowered 
to annex and detach parishes to and from Unions, they 
Should be enabled, without the consent now required by 
law, to dissolve unions for the purpose of forming more 
convenient areas of administration, and to deal in the 
Same manner with the incorporations still existing for the 
Telief of the poor under special statutory provisions. That 


@vidence has been given upon the subject of bringing 





unions altogether within a county on the assumption of the 
creation of a county autaority, not only for financial, but 
for administrative purposes. The committee, however, 
are of opinion that this question could not be exhaustively 
considered without going beyond the terms of the refere nce. 
That,the above resolutions have reference to England and 
Wales alone.” 


The Paris correspondent of a daily paper lately related 
a somewhat remarkable case of personation which has been 
tried by the Assize Court of Quimper, in Brittany. Madame 
Gault, the wife of a well-to-do wine-shop keeper at Brest, 
‘giving way to bad temper, committed assault and battery 
upon a female neighbour, for which she was convicted and 
sentenced to a week’s imprisonment. In France, says the 
correspondent, a “travérser,” condemned for a light 
offence, is not, as in England, carried off straight-way from 
the dock toa prison. He is allowed to “ do*his prison” 
within any reasonable time convenient to himself. There 
is no machinery for enabling the gaoler to establish tho 
identity. A person presents himself at the gaol with a 
paper recording his condemnation, and says, “ I have come- 
to constitute myself a prisoner pursuant to this sentence,” 
and he is received and stowed away without question. The 
only wonder under these circumstances seems to be that 
people with money sentenced to imprisonment do not very 
often get substitutes. However the idea appears to be anew 
one. M. Gault and his wife, the cabaretiers of Brest, were 
agreed that it would be disagreeable for Madame to go to 
gaol, and foolish, moreover, since for a trivial sum another 
woman might be found who would be delighted to suffer 
vicariously. A char-woman named Corroleur agreed with 
Gault to do the week’s imprisonment for the sum of 50fr. 
After the bargain made Gault, wishing to behave hand- 
somely, gave her 15fr. to get a separate bedroom, and 10fr. 
for largesse. The voluntary and fraudulent prisoner was 
received without difficulty, and but for an anonymous 
letter to a policeman the substitution would not have been 
discovered. The unfortunate Gault (who will certainly 
now not get a substitute) was sentenced to two years’ 
imprisonment for his fraud upon the law. The poor 
woman suborned by him was acquitted on the ground of 
her distress and ignorance. 


There is an excellent opening across the Atlantic for 
some of our unemployed legal talent. The following 
advertisement appears in one of the leading American law 
journals :— 

ANTED.—Two or three competent young lawyers to assist in the 
compilation of a legal work. 

Address, &c. &c. 

It is to be regretted that no particulars are given as to the 
reason why “young lawyers’ are preferred to aged 
lawyers for this purpose. And the reader is also un- 
fortunately left in doubt as to the kind of competence 
which is desired. Judging from some of the specimens of 
“legal work” which reach us from America it may be 
thought to be competence to wield scissors and apply 
paste. 

The Melbourne Argus announces that its proprietors 
as the representatives of the Australian Associated; 
Press, have succeeded in establishing the copyright o 
telegrams published in newpapers. In anticipation of the 
establishment of telegraphic communication with Europe, 
a special Act was passed by the Legislature having force for 
twelve months to prevent the appropriation by other journals 
ofthe foreign telegrams publishedin the papers belonging 
to the association. When the Act expired no attempt was 
made to renew it, the opinion of counsel being that the 
copyright law would sufficiently protect the interests of the 
associated journals. Newpapers not belonging to the 
association were warned against using the foreign telegrams 
published in the Argus and the other journals acting with it, 
but the caution was by some disregarded. The Geelong 
Evening Times in particular made a regulur practice of 
publishing in the evening the telegrams which ap- 
peared in the morning papers of the same dey; and to try 
the question an application was made to Mr. Justice 
Molesworth, in the Equity jurisdiction of the Supreme 
Court, for an injunction to restrain the proprietor of the 
offending journal from republishing the telegrams, The 
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defendant did not deny having copied the telegrams, and 
having done eo without contributing anything towards the 
expense of procuring them ; but it was argued on his behalf 
that information appearing in a newspaper could not be the 
ubjectof copyright: that an injunction ought no more 
to be granted in respect to these telegrams than in reference 
to a paragraph about a fire, and that atall events the injunc- 
tion could only apply to past telegrams. It could not include 
telegrams not yet received, and the materials for which 
were not yet in existence. Mr. Justice Molesworth overruled 
all the objections, remarking that, under the peculiar 
circumstances of this country, the right to these telegrams 
was a species of property, that that property could be pro- 
tected, and that as it appeared from the past that the defen- 
tant was in the habit of interfering with it, an injunction 
would be granted as to his so dealing with future 
telegrams. An interim injunction was accordingly granted, 
and as the defendant, after consideration, did not see his way 
to make any further resistance, the injunction was sub- 
sequently made perpetual. 








REVIEWS. 


od 


Commentaire sur les Elements du Droit International, et sur 
P Histoire de Progrés dw Droit des Gens, de Henry 
Wheaton. Précédé dane notice sur la Carriére diplo- 
matique de M. Wheaton. Par Wittiam Beacu Law- 
RENCF, Ancien Ministre des Etats-Unis d’Amérique a 
Londres, &., &. Tome Troisitme, Leipzig: F. A. 
Brockhaus. 1873. 

We have not seen the first two volumes of this work, 
and are not therefore acquainted with the reasons which 
induced Mr. Lawrence to write in a foreign language, in- 
stead of using like Wheaton (whose steps he follows in 
other matters) his native tongue, and which are no doubt 
to be found at the commencement of the work. In the 
preface to the present volame, however, the author severely 
eastigates an American gentleman, whom he accuses of 
reproducing without acknowledgment the notes with 
which Mr. Lawrence bad enriched his edition of Wheaton ; 
and it was perhaps the desire to put an end the more 
quickly to the frequent mortification he describes himself 
as suffering, from seeing his own matter quoted under 
another's name by foreign jurists, that induced him to lay 
his work upon their table in what was formerly con- 
sidered the language of diplomatic intercourse. But what- 
ever the reason may have been for this unusual course, 
Mr. Lawrence has executed his task in a clear,and so far 
as we are capable of judging, accurate style, which is 
rather improved than injured by being somewhat Anglo. 
Gallic; we gladly miss the pompous emptiness, and in- 
flated diction which French legal writers so much affect. 

The work (which here begins at the second section of 
the second chapter of the second book, with the subject 
of the conflict of laws) seems, in substance, to be the 
working up, with additions, of the matter scattered 
throagh the voluminous notes which the author has 
already appended to his edition of Wheaton’s two works, 
and this in such a way as to make the work, notwith- 
standing its title, a new and independent one, 

With respect to its matter, the work contains (as might 
be expected from the attainments and research of the 
author) a great quantity of very interesting matter, and 
many recent illustrations, both in legislation and in deci- 
sions relating to the doctrines commented on, and forms a 
very valuable book of reference; but the author seems, 
in some instances, to have been in unnecessary haste to 
communicate intelligence, as where, for instance, he gives 
us an analysis of Lord Hatherley’s High Court of Justice 
Bill of 1870, which never became law. Also we are more 
struck with the amplitude of the contents of the book than 
with the method of their arrangement. We seem to be 
continually travelling over the same ground under dif- 
ferent headings. It is, we think, an unfortunate practice, 
and one tending to confusion, to divide the topics of pri- 
vate international] law under such titles as lez loci rei site, 
lex loci contractus, lex fori ; it would be far more convenient 
to divide the subject with reference to the matters to 
which these several principles are applied ; for, as suffi- 
ciently appears by the work before us, the application of 
these maxims (if they may be #0 termed), or principles of 





decision, is far from being thorough-going, consistent, or 
universal. We should much prefer a general chapter, in. 
dicating the nature of these principles, and the grounds 
on which their application is supposed to rest; their 
actual application in different countries and to different 
legal relations would be better left to the separate treat. 
ment of those topics. It is also to be regretted that one 
so well qualified as Mr. Lawrence to pronounce an opinion 
should not have taken up a somewhat mure independent 
and original line ; we meet too often with a statement of 
opposing views without any critical examination of their 
reasons, or any statement of the author’s conclusion, 
The work is, no doubt, of great value as a repertory of 
“recent decisions,” but it seems wanting in grasp of 
thought, and in that clearness of method which can only 
come from sustained and vigorous thinking. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE 


*,* Messrs. Chinery & Aldridge’s letter has been for. 
warded to the reporter. 








Tre INcoRporATED Law Society. 

Sir,—Referring to Mr. Macarthur’s letter in your last 
issue, it would appear not only that the president was 
wrong in ruling that the original bye-law was ip existence 
after the vote negativing the amendment ‘‘ asa substantive 
resolution’? (which are words very much calculated to mis. 
lead) ; but that he was also in error in the mode in which 
he put the question in the first instance. 

The fundamental rule in voting on a “question” is that 
it must be so put that those who vote in the affirmative 
always vote “ Aye.” 

Therefore, the bye-law having been proposed and 
seconded, and Mr. Carpenter’s amendment having also been 
proposed and seconded (the amendment involving leaving 
out words in the bye-law, and substituting others) the 
president should first have read the bye-law, pointing out 
the words which it was proposed should be omitted, then 
have put this question—‘‘ That the words proposed to be 
left ont stand part of the question.” The result of the 
division on Mr. Carpenter’s amendment shows that this 
question would have been decided in the negative, and all 
the bye-laws, except the word ‘‘That” at the beginning, 
would have been disposed of and gone for ever, because it 
is not permissible in such a debate to propose the same 
bye-law again. 

The president should then have put Mr. Carpenter's 
amendment by reading the amendment, and putting the 
question thus— That the words as read stand part of the 
question.” This would have been carried in the affirmative; 
but observe what it is that is carried, not the bye-law as 
amended, but merely a resolution that those particular 
words are to stand part of the question, This would have 
left it open to propose farther amendments, adding words, 
or leaving out words, not already voted as to stand part of 
the question, and when all the other amendments, if any, had 
been gone through in the manner above explained, the 
words then standing part of the question should have been 
put to the meeting altogether as the bye-law. If 
passed, the bye-law would stand; if not passed, or if, 
being passed, it were not confirmed (as in this instance 
confirmation at a subsequent meeting was required), it was 
gone altogether. 

I was present at the meeting referred to, and tried to 
get a hearing to call the attention of the president to the 
proper mode of putting the question, bat those present 
had been so irritated by gentlemen going over the same 
ground as had been traversed and worn bare by Mr. 
Lewis’s and Mr. Finch’s committees during several weeks 
previously, that the meeting would hear nothing, and the 
president put the resolution in his own way—which way 
was contrary to the rules of debate—and had the extra 
ordinary effect of preventing any further amendment 
being proposed, a result I am sure he did not contemplate. 

The ignorance of the rules of debate, which prevails 
amongst almost all educated men, is the cause of most of 
the wrangling observed at public meetings; and it would 
seom ® crying shame that in a great society like ours, 
composed of mon habitually managing, not only their owt 
affairs, but those of the public, and generally taking the 
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Jead in public business, any member of it should not be 
able to take the chair at any meeting with credit to him- 
self and satisfaction to those present. 

At the meeting above referred to, those present being 
evidently anxious that the speechmaking should come to 
an end, the “ previous question,” “That the question be 
now put’ (which would have been carried by a large 
majority), was proposed and seconded, but the chairman 
would not put it ; why, it is not easy to explain. 

On tke other question raised by Mr. Macarthur, his view 
would seem incorrect. The Charter says in effect: ‘There 
shall be a council, elected from amongst the members.” If 
bye-law 13 imposes a condition that “others are to be 
elected in ‘the places’ of those who retire, that is a dis- 

nalification of some members, it is ultra vires. Sir 
John Karslake’s and Mr. Davey’s opinion, which it seems 
agreed on all hands is sound, decided this very point, 
raised in other words—a member is not the less a member 
because he is one of the Council. 

I must apologize for the length of this letter; but two 
more remarks, and I have done. 

First. The Judicature Bill is passed. The new rules 
have to be framed. Those rules will affect the public and 
the profession in a way which will astonish those who 
have not seriously considered the subject. The profession 
should be up and doing. The rules must be framed long 
before another annual election of mem of the Council 
of this society comes round. The Incorporated Law 
Society is the registrar of attorneys and solicitors, exer- 
cises supervision over the profession, and is the body which 
should be recognised as representing us. I would say to 
all solicitors, Read the last report of the Council, and see 
if the mode in which they have dealt with the various 
subjects likely to come before Parliament is a mode which, 
if followed on the framing of the new rules, is likely to 
benefit either the public or the profession. Vital changes 
are coming ; they may be immensely beneficial or they 
may be disastrous. Let us lock to it, and see if we can- 
not throw the enormous weight which our profession, 
united, ought to carry into the right scale, benefiting the 
public by diminishing delay and expense in litigation, and 
the profession by securing a fair remuneration for skill, 
labour, and capital. 

Secondly. I would say to the members and supporters 
of Mr. Finch’s committee, “ Are you not satisfied that it 
would have been wiser to have made half the number of 
retiring members of the Council ineligible than behold the 
spectacle of the Council, consisting in part of those very 
retiring members, issuing an electioneering circular, after 
having, as they admit, morally,tat least, pledged themselves 
tohave an entirely free election? Has not the course 
adopted by the Council the effect of making the election 
& personal, and therefore most, painful question, both for 
candidates and voters, as the discussion on Mr. Carpenter's 
amendment showed it was feared would be the ease.” 

Iam satisfied that the Council collectively, in issuing 
that circular, bave done what no member of it, individually, 
would have been unwise enough to do, but with the most 
sincere regard for those of the Council whom I have the 
pleasure of knowing, and the greatest respect for those 
who are strangers to me, with ntmost singleness of pur- 
pose to benefit the profession, and without a spark of per- 
sonal feeling in the matter, I say that the issuing of that 
circular shows that the Council are capable of doing a 
most unwise thing, that want of wisdom aud jadgment on 
their part is the last thing we can put up with at probably 
the most critical moment during our generation, viz.—the 
moment of framing the new rales, and of reforming the 

m of legal education, and that the committees respec- 
vely presided over by Mr. Lewis ard Mr. Finch should 
now unite in a respectful representation to the Council 
that there is so much strong feeling on that circular, that 
the only course which the Council can adopt, is to test the 
amount of confidence which the society has in their ad- 

ministration, by resigniug in a body. 

K. F. Burremer Harston, 
87, Gresham-street, London, K.C. 
Angust 11, 1873, 





A local stamping department for documents subject to 
Pp duty is about to be established in Manchester. 





COURTS. 


—— 


THE EUROPEAN ASSURANCE SOCIETY 
ARBITRATION.* 
(Befors Lord WestsBuxy.) 

Feb. 6.—Re European Assurance Society, Bentinck’s case. 
Sale of shares—Contract for sale complete between parties — 

Approval of transferee—Unpaid cali— Winding-up petition 

— Contributory. 

By the deed of settlement of the E. Society it was provided 
that if a shareholder wished to transfer his shares he should 
send to the society a transfer notice duly filled up, and if the 
proposed transferee described in such transfer notice shou'd be 
approved of, as trereinafler mentioned, or if the directors 
should not within fourteen days propose a substitute (* in 
which case the person or persons so proposed should be con- 
sidered as approved of by them”), then such shareholder might 
transfer his shares to the transferee so pre posed and approved. 
And by a subsequent clause of the deed of settlement it was 
provided that in order to complete any such transfer certain 
Sormalitics requiring the co-operation of the directors should 
be observed. 

B., a registered proprietor of 545 partly paid-up shares in 
the E. Society, sold, firs: 500 of them, and subsequently the 
remaining 45 to H. Formal transfer notices were sent to, and 
acknowledged by, the secretary of the E. Society. The 
directors, during the fourtee days allowed for their decision, 
neither approved nor rejected H., and did not propose a substi- 
tute. Transfers were executed by B. to H. before the expira- 
tion of the fourteen days, and the transfer of the 500 shares 
was tendered to the dircetors. No further steps were taken 
until some weeks later, when, after a petition for winding up 
the society had been presented, the directcrs informed B. that the 
transfer had not been passed. The society was subsequently 
ordered to be wound up. 

Held, on an application by B. to have his name removed 
Srom the list of contributories, that the contract being complete 
between the parties, the directors had, by raising no objection 
during the fourteen days, tacitly approved of B.'s transferee, 
and ought to have completed the transfers ; and that the pre- 
scribed formalities having, in consequence of the insolvency of 
the society, become impossible, it was not now necessary that 
the transfers should be completed modo et forma according to 
the deed of settlement. Accordingly it was ordered that upon 
payment by B. of a call which hed been made after the expi- 
ration of the fourteen days, but before the petition to wind up 
the society was presented, H.’s name should be substituted for 
B.'s upon the register. 

This was an application to substitute the name of Mr 
Hardman for that of Mr. Bentinck on the list of contribu- 
tories in respect of 545 shares in the European Assurance 
Society. 

The facts were briefly as follows :— 

On the 10th April, 1871, Mr. Bentinck, who was the re- 
gistered holder of the 545 shares in question, sold 500 of 
them to Mr. Hardman for £37 10s., and the same day wrote 
to London advising the secretary of the society that he had 
made the sale. 

Onthe 12th April the secretary, Mr. Easum, acknowledged 
the receipt of the letter, and enclosed the company’s usnal 
form of transfer notice. 

On the 13th April Mr, Bentinck returned that notice 
duly filled in, and hearing nothing further wrote again to 
the seoretary on the 21st, and on the 22nd received from 
him a telegram in these words—Notice, Certificates and 
stamps duly received, will be attended to on Taesday next. 
An oversight in not writing.” 

On the Monday following—i.:., on the 24th April—Mr. 
Bentinck and Mr. Hardman (his transferee) execated a 
deed of transfer, which was in the ordinary form used on 
the Stock Exchange, only adding words that Mr. Hardman 
agreed to take the shares “subject to the deed or deeds of 
settlement of the said society.” 

On the same 24th April Mr. Bentinck sold and executed 
a transfer of his remaining 45 shares to Mr. Hardman for 
£3 7s. 6d. 

On the 26th April Mr, Bentinck's solicitor (Mr. Welsby) 
was told at the society's office that the papers were all 





* Reported by R, Taunton Rarxrs, Esq., Barrister-at-Law 
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right, and on the 27th that inquiries were being made as to 
the transferee’s position. 

On the 28th April Mr. Bentinck’s solicitor formally 
tendered the transfer of the 500 shares for registration, and 
on the 3rd May was told at the society's office that the 
tender should be considered right in form, and on the’same 
day Mr. Bentinck sent up to the office the second transfer 
notice duly filled in. 

On the 10th June the petition was presented for. winding 
up the society, and on the 26th June the secretary wrote 
to Mr. Bentinck that.the transfer had not been passed. 

On the 26th August the society commenced an action at 
law against Mr. Bentinck to recover a call which had been 
made on the 20th of May, and on the 13th November Mr. 
Bentinck gave notice of motion to remove his 
own name, and substitute that of his transferee, and 
to stay the action. This mction was ordered by Vice- 
Chancellor Malins on the 4th December, 1871, to stand over 
till after the winding up petitions had been disposed of. 

The question mainly turned upon the construction of the 
96th and 97th clanses of the society’s deed of settlement, 
with especial reference tothe arbitrator’s decision in Lloyd's 
case, ante p. 46, where the above mentioned clauses are 
stated at length. 

Jackson, Q.C., for Mr. Bentinck.—Our case is that we 
have done all that it was necessary for a shareholder to do, 
in order to acquire a right to transfer his shares as against 
the society. Having acquired that right, we have trans- 
ferred our shares to a person to whom no objection was 
taken, and the delay, or neglect, or refusal to alter the 
register in accordance with the acts of the parties was 
the default of the society. The parties themselves are not 
to be affected by that default. It may be collected from 
your Lordship’s judgment in Lloyd’s case that the 96th 
clause does not merely give two alternatives to the directors, 
either within the fourteen days to accept the transferee 
tendered, or to find a substitute, but that they had always 
the option of a peremptory refusal to accept the proposed 
transferee, and they could therefore at once have made 
themselves safe by refusing, or by refusing until they had 
an opportunity of further investigation. There is no 
suggestion that there was any kind of frand in this 
attempted transfer. 

Montague Cookson, for the joint official liquidator.—The 
96th clause is not very well worded, but I think your 
Lordship will arrive at this conclusion upon it in ad- 
dition to that which you arrived at in [loyd’s case—viz., 
that it is enough for the directors to intimate during the 
fourteen days that they are investigating and inquiring 
into the transferee’s circumstances, and that upon such in- 
timation being given it is contrary to common sense and to 
the deed for the transferor to argue that his transferee 
must be taken to have been approved of. There may be 
more difficulty in a case of absolute silence during the four- 
teen days, but here there was distinct intimation within 
the fourteen days that investigation was being made into 
the condition of the tranferee. Even if the transferee had 
been approved of, the further provisions of the society’s deed 
of settlement, which were necessary to be complied with 
before the transfer could be completed and the register 
altered, have not been complied with. The matter, there- 
fore, still rests as an executory transaction, it is still in fieri 
as between Mr. Hardman and Mr. Bentinck, and unless 
Mr. Bentinck can show that he has completed a transfer 
which was good for the purposes of the society he is not in 
@ position to say that all which remained to be done by the 
society was the substitution of the one name for the other. 
Mr. Hardman may be bound to indemnify Mr. Bentinck, 
but that is a case which might and onght to be raised be- 
tween them outside of this arbitration; Mr. Bentinck’s 
name ought to be kept on the register, he being left to 
assert against Mr. Hardman such rights as he may be en- 
titled to. 

Lord Westsvry.—lI shall hold that if the transferee was 
approved of there was a complete contract between the 
transferor and the transferee, and although if there had 
been no winding-up order the solemnities must have been 
complied with, yet, as they became impossible, I must give 
effect to the contract, and hold, therefore, that there shall 
be now a completed transfer by putting Mr. Hardman in 
the place of Mr. Bentinck, and though no transfer was 
tendered as to the 45 shares, yet what the society did with 





regard to the 500 shares they would have done with the . 
45. A transfer was not necessary. 

In this case there is some question with regard to the 
true meaning and effect of the 96th section. Another 
question is whether anything was doue by Mr. Bentinek 
which postponed or deprived him of his right to insist 
upon the benefit that he gets by the expiration of the four. 
teen days. There can be no doubt that the clause is very 
badly worded, but I see enough in it to lead me to arrive: 
with satisfaction at a certain conclusion. With regard to 
the first alternative, I adhere to what I saidin Lloyd's case, 
namely, that besides the two things here expressed, there 
was another thing necessarily implied, that the directors 
might at any time during the fourteen days have intimated 
their refusal, their unwillingness to accept the person pro. 
posed by the shareholder as his transferee. It appears 
that they did nothing of the kind. They received a@ notice 
which was not quite in conformity with their set rules, 
And it appears that they sent down another form of trang« 
fer notice, expressed in the form which they had been in the 
habit of using. That transfer notice so sent down to them 
was formally filled up by Mr. Bentinck and it was 
sent up to the company and received by them on the 
14th of April. Now I have to inquire, whether between 
the 14th of April and the 28th of April arything was done 
or said between the parties which would have the effect of 
depriving Mr. tinck of the right to insist that, at 
the end of the fourteen days, the satisfaction and approval 
of the directors must be presumed. I find nothing that 
amounts to that. At first I was disposed to think that the 
language of the telegram of the 22nd of April, saying 
“that the notice would be attended to on Tuesday next,” 
might have this effect, and that it was acquiesced in by 
Mr. Bentinck. Butif I should come to that conclusion 
it amounts to nothing, because it turns out on inquiry that 
Tuesday was the 25th, and the 25th was well within the 
fourteen days. I find, therefore, nothing whatever sug- 
gested which could deprive Mr. Bentinck of the right to 
say “fourteen days are gone, and you must be taken to 
have approved of my nominee.”’ If that be the true inter- 
pretation of the deed, there is nothing here to deprive Mr, 
Bentinck of the benefit of it. This clause in the deed is 
intended to facilitate the transfer of shares by shareholders, 
but at the same time to preserve to the company a check 
on thetransferees proposed, and an opportunity of inquiring 
into their solvency and responsibility. Accordingly the 
deed gives first to the directors the power of at once 
rejecting or approving. Then it goes on to give them a 
limited term of fourteen days. But as, if they had an un- 
limited term, they might completely stop all transfers by 
shareholders, it deals with them in this way—‘ If you are 
silent during fourteen days we shall have a right to infer 
at the end of that time that the nominee is approved of.” 
And that condition of things runs throughout the whole of 
these two clauses. In the 97th clause it is again and 
again referred to, ‘ approved of or considered as approved 
of,” and it is clear to my mind, therefore, that the deed 
means this, that the shareholder should have aright to 
say “my nominee ought to be considered as approved of, 
if you have allowed fourteen days to pass without inti- 
mating that he was approved of, or without requiring me 
to agree toa longer period of time for the purpose of 
making the investigation.” 

I beg it may be observed what is the condition of things, 
resulting from that view of the case, at the expiration of 
the fourteen days. Mr. Hardman bad executed to Mr. 
Bentinck a form of notice of transfer. I attribute no 
weight to that instrament asa transfer. Nor could the 
society have been required to accept it as such. But the 
instrument is evidence of a contract for valuable considera- 
tion between Mr. Bentinck and Mr. Hardman. And, 
therefore, I find thaj at the expiration of the four 
teen days, Mr. Bentinck, who had sold subject to the 
necessity of getting the approbation of the company, 
had got that approbation, and therefore the contract 
between Mr. Bentinck and Mr. Hardman was free 
from all difficulty and all impediment, and remained 
only to be carried legally into operation. Mr. Cook. 
son has dwelt very much upon the necessity of that 
contract being carried into execution modo et formd, a6 
prescribed by the 96th section, and I agree that this 
necessity would oxist if there had not been in 
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an impossibility of complying with those directory enact- } that notice without making any objection, Mr. Hardman is: 


ments in consequence of the insolvency of the company, 
and of the petition to wind up presented against the 
company on the 10th of June. In the interval of time 
between the 28th April and that time, there is abundant 
evidence that Mr. Bentinck had been very desirous that 
the contract should be carried into effect. But he never 
was told by the company, on his application at the office, 
that they would require him to attend at the office and 
there to execute a deed of transfer. I have already ob- 
served that before that could be done the company became 
utterly insolvent, legally insolvent. I may also advert to 


the communication made to Mr. Bentinck by the company, ! 


antecedently to tbat time, in which they stated that no 

transactions could be carried into effect, and that was 

on the 26th June. “No transfer can possibly 

be passed.” There is no room, therefore for the least im- 

ion of delay against Mr. Bentinck, so as to deprive 

him of the right of having this contract legally perfected. 

It was the duty of the directors to recognise the contract, 

and to admit their willingness to carry the contract into 

effect modo et forma, as prescribed in the 96th section 
They did not do so. 

There was no delay in Mr. Bentinck, and the time came 
when it became utterly impossible to act on the particular 
directions contained in the 96th section, because by the 
petition, and by the order that followed on it, the whole 
of thése requisitions had become impossible, and are in 
effect “utterly swept away. The contract, therefore re- 
mains for me to perform. The only mode in which it can 
be performed—a mode of performance which it is the 
clear right of Mr. Bentinck to require, and the clear duty 
of Mr. Hardman to submit to—is by my ordering the one 
person to be taken off the register, and the other to be 
put on, for in no other way under the order to wind up 
can an effectual transfer be made, and in no way what- 
ever can these directory regulations as to the mode and 
form of transfer contained in the 96th and 97th sections 
now be complied with. 

An opportunity was afforded to the official liquidator to 
show that there was something or other between Mr. 
Bentinck and Mr. Hardman, or something in the situation 
of Mr. Hardman, that would render it wrong on my part 
specifically to perform that contract. Nothing of the kind has 
been suggested. Iam not at liberty to hold that Mr. Hard- 
man is not as solvent a man as Mr. Bentinck. I see 
nothing to induce me to believe that the company will 
suffer by Mr. Hardman being substituted for Mr. Bentinck. 
If there be anything of this sort it was the duty of the 
Official liquidator to have found it out, and presented it to 
me asa reason why the contract should not be performed. 

The only thing that remains for me to consider is the 
form in which, and the condition upon which, I shall 
direct this charge of ownership to be made, that is in and 
b which I shall direct the contract to be carried into 
elect, 


Before the company broke upa call was made. At the 
time of the call Mr. Bentinck's name was on the register. 
The call bound Mr. Bentinck, but did not bind Mr. Hard- 
man. That call no doubt being made after the contract 
between Mr. Bentinck and Mr. Hardman, Mr. Bentinck 
will have the right, if he pays the call, to recover the money 
from Mr, Hardman, but the security of the company is Mr. 
Bentinck's name alone. 

With regard to the other calls, I take it that they attach 
} ig the person who is the real owner of the shares, that is 
lr. Hardman. If Mr. Bentinck’s name remains on the re- 
gister by reason of his non-payment of the call, it will 
remain there for the, purpose of enforcing against him pay- 
ment of the calls. But the real ownership of the shares 
Temains in Mr. Hardman; and, therefore, the calls subse- 
i. made must be enforced against him when he is put 
Upon the register, 

These are the plain facts of the case, and the mode in 
which they must be dealt with consistently with the estab- 
ished rules of equity, and consistently with reason and 


ce, 

I declare that this contract was a valid contract as 
een Mr. Bentinck and Mr. Hardman, and that a 
sufficient notice of the contract was given to the company in 
ity with the regulations of the deed of settlement 

and the practice of the company ; and that inasmuch as the 
company allowed fourteen days to elapse from the receipt of 


! 











to be taken as having been accepted and approved by the: 
company ; and that the contract thenceforth ought to have: 
been carried into effect, and I declare that its not being 
carried into effect in the manner pointed out by the directions 
contained in the 96th section was due to the default and re+ 
fusal of the directors; and that inasmuch as those directions 
cannot now be observed, the only mode of giving effect to 

the contract is by substituting Mr. Hardman’s name for 
Mr. Bentinck’s upon the register. ButI direct that this 

shall be done only upon the payment of call that was made on 
the 20th of May within three weeks of the time of the 

order, but without interest. 

The joint cfficial liquidator must pay the costs of the ac- 
tion at law as well as the costs of to day, and of the pro- 
ceedings in chancery. 

Solicitors for Mr. Bentinck, Duncan ¢ Merton. 

Solicitors for the joint official liquidator, Mercer § Mercer. 





COURT OF BANKRUPTCY. 
(Before Mr. Registrar Murray, sitting as Chief Judge). 
July 19.—Ez parte Cote, re Deveze. 

D. was atthe date of his petition for liquidation carrying 
on business as a general merchant, having two houses of busi- 
ness, one in London, and the other at Lyons, the latter being 
managed by his father. C. was a banker carrying en bust~ 
ness at Lyons. D. was in the habit of remitting to C. bills of 
exchange drawn upon persons or firms carrying on business in 
France or Italy, and C. in exchange used to remit drafts on 
persons or firms carrying on business in England, 

On the 11th January D. sent to C, two dilis (one drawn on 
M.) and asked to be furnished with £1,000. On the 14th 
January, C. put into the post a letter addressed to D. contains 
ing certain bills of exchange. Before the departure of the 
mail C. received a note from D.’s father to this effect :—‘* Our 
house in London announces to us by telegraph as follows :—M. 
réfuses to accept bills. Tell C. to hold bills of M. and remit 
nothing.” CC. immediately applied to the authorities at , 
the post office for the return of his letter but without success 
and it was transmitted to London. JD. afterwards filed , 
petition for liquidation, the bills transmitted by C. being in 
his possession. 

Held, that the bills formed part of D.’s general estate. 

This was a motion on behalf of M. Cote, a banker at 
Lyons, asking for an order on the trustee in the matter of’ 
the liquidation of J. L. Deveze, directing him io restore 
certain bills of exchange in his possession, on the ground 
that they belonged to M. Cote, and formed no part of the 
assets distributable among the general body of creditors. 

The facts of the case sufficiently appear from the judg- 
ment of the Court, 

De Gen, Q.C., and Winslow, for the applicant.—The bills 
ir. this case came into the hands of the trustee, through 
an entire mistake, and could form no part of the debtor's 
general estate. The meaning of the contract was this— 
“T will give you credit for the bills when they are ac- 
cepted.” Deveze said, ‘‘ Do not send me any remittances,” 
and the applicant acquiesced in that countermand, In 
common honesty the trustee could not retain the bills: 
Atkin v. Barwick, 1 Str. 165; Salte v. Field, 5 T. R. 211; 
Nicholson v. Bower, 1 El. & El. 172, 7. W. R.C. L. Dig. 
88. Before the debtor received the bills he countermanded 
the order: Northey v. Field, 2 Esp. 613 ; Spalding v. Ruding, 
6 Beav. 375. Although a vendor could not obtain posses- 
sion of his property, he might have an equitable right of 
stoppage in transitu. If goods were delivered by mistake 
toa carrier the right to stop in transiéu was not de- 
feated: Litt v. Cowley, 7 Taunt. 169; Richardson v. Goss, 3 
Bos. & P.119; Vertue -v. Jewell, 4 Camp. 31, 

Horace Davey and Finlay Knight, for the trustee,—This 
was not the case of an isolated transaction; there was no 
contract in reference to these particular bills, The course 
of business amounted to this. Deveze in London, and 
Cote in Lyons, were in the habit of remitting bills to each 
other, and sometimes the account was in credit one way 
and sometimes another, all the items being carried to the 
current acoount. There was nothing to show that the bills 
were remitted otherwise than on general acoount; and it 
was a fallacy to say this was an isolated transaction, 
‘Lhe amount ofthe bills had been placed to Deveze’s credit, 
and formed one item merely of an account between two 
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financiers, and there was no contract to rescind. The 
applicant could not stop in part; he could not stop a re- 
mittance on general account: Smith v. Bowles, 2 Esp. 578. 
Even if that were not so, there had been no stoppage in 
transitu in fact. 

De Gex, in reply, cited: The Constantia, 6 Rob. Ad. R. 
321; Mills v. Ball, 2 B. & P. 457; Houston on Stoppage in 
Transitu, Chap. 2, and the cases there cited. 

Mr. Registrar Murray.—The facts of this case, though 
presenting some peculiar and exceptional features, are, in 
truth, contained in a very narrow compass. The debtor, 
Deveze, was at the date of the liquidation carrying on 
business as a general merchant under the style of Heitz & 
Deveze, having two houses of business, one in London and 
the other at Lyons, the latter being managed by his father. 
M. Cote is a banker carrying on business at Lyons, and tho 
nature of the business transactions between them are 
shortly stated in the first paragraph of the affidavit filed 
by M. Cote on this motion:—“I have had for some time 
past considerable business transactions with the above- 
named debtor, who was in the habit of remitting to me 
bills of exchange drawn upon persons or firms, carrying on 
business in France or Italy, and I, in exchange for the 
same, used to remit kim drafts on persons or firms carrying 
on business in England. Thesaid Deveze had two accounts 
with me; one was between myself and his house at Lyons, 
and the other was between myself and his house in 
London ; the one account always remained distinct from the 
other. The house at Lyons handed to me their bills and 
drafts as they received the same, and took in exchange 
from me money as they required it. The course of business 
with the house in London was for it to send me remittances, 
and for me to remit in exchange as already stated.” 

There is some conflict between the parties as to the pre- 
cise plan upon which their business transactions were con- 
ducted, but the facts out of which this particular question 
has arisen are as follows :— 

On the 11th of January in this year Deveze writes 4 
letter to M. Cote enclosing two bills of that date payable 
at three months, one drawn upon Messrs. Montagu, of 
Milan, for 26,732 lire 80 cent., the other on Messrs. 
Chabrau, of Avignon, for 2,100 francs 90 cent. The letter 
was in these terms— 

“Here are 26,732 lire 80 centimes (paper), three months 
on Milansecond 2,100 francs 90 cent., three months Avignon, 
for which please credit us under advice. We have sent the 
first of the 26,732 lire 80 centimes to the drawers for 
acceptance, with orders to send to you direct. Please 
furnish us with £1,000. Receive, &., 

(Signed) Heitz & Devezr.” 

In reply to that letter, which was received by M. Cote, 
on the 13th January, he wrote as follows :—~ 

“ My letter of the 10th inst., forwarding you £10 16s. 2d., 
has crossed yours of the 1lth, containing 26,732 lire 
80 centimes, 11 Apl. Milan, 2,100 francs 90 centimes do. 
Avignon, of which an account shall be given you after the 
receipt of the first in order on Milan, and placing of this 
bill, the due date of which is a great deal too long. This 
remittance does not at all enter into our arrangement, and 
I beg you, gentlemen, to remit me as little of it as possible, 
or, if you please, paper on France has always my prefer- 
ence. I have not been able to find anything to suit 
your purpose ; I hope to be more fortunate to-morrow, if 
possible on Monday. Little is negociated, because there is 
no quotation.—leceive, &., 


(Signed) Marius Corr,” 
On the 14th of January, which isthe important date 
throughout this case, M. Cote puts into the post at Lyons 
a letter to Deveze, enclosing the bills which are the subject 


of this motion. M. Cote before departure of the mail 
receives a note at half-past five in the evening from M. 
Deveze, of Lyons, the father, to this effect :— 

“Our house in London announces to us by telegraph as 
follows—‘ Montagu refuses to accept bills. Tell Cote to 
hold bills of Montagu and remit nothing.’ 

(Signed) Dzvezz.” 

Now it is to be observed that neither in this note or the 
telegram is any mention made of Deveze having stopped 
payment ; nor is there any evidence to show that Cote was 
aware that such was the case. But as a fact, on that very 
day, the 14th, a circular had been addressed by the 
London house to their creditors, announcing their stop- 





page—that stoppage being followed, on the 17th January, 
by the petition for liquidation, under which these proceed. 
ings are pending. On the receipt of the note, M. Cote 
takes steps to recover his letter from the Post Office 
authorities, but failing to do so, the letter is transmitted 
in the ordinary course, and reaches London on the 16th, 
The evidence of what passed on the attempted recovery 
by M. Cote of the letter from the Post-office is not very 
satisfactory, being chiefly on hearsay. But the evidence 
sufficiently shows that M. Cote instructed his clerk to get 
back the letter, which he failed to do, and that cor- 
respondence afterwards passed between M. Cote and 
the Post-office authorities on the subject, Whether the 
failure to get back the letter arose from a misunderstanding 
on the part of Cote’s clerk or the clerk at the Post-office 
is, I think, immaterial. The letter from the Postmaster, 
which has been read, though not strictly evidence as to 
the precise nature of the regulations of the office, is evi- 
dence as far as it goes that those regulations had not been 
safficiently complied with to satisfy the Postmaster as to 
the propriety of his giving back the letter. And at all 
events the letter was sent and reacbed its destination. 

The case has been argued by the counsel for M. Cote on 
this footing, namely, that irrespective of the course of deal. 
ing between the parties the transaction ont of which this 
question has arisen was in the nature of a contract for sale 
and purchase which failed by reason of the failure of the 
consideration ; or which was at all events rescinded by the 
acts of the parties; that the countermand notice from 
Deveze of the 14th operated as a repudiation of this con- 
tract by him, and that as the consent of M. Cote to this 
countermand must be presumed, there was in effect a com. 
plete rescission of the contract operating to re-vest the 
property in these bills in the vendor, M. Cote. 

Now upon consideration of the evidence as to the course 
of dealing between these parties, assisted by the letters 
in respect of this particular transaction, the affidavits fur- 
nished from time to time by M. Cote to the debtors, and 
the short statement of account which appears at the head 
of M. Cote’s letters, which is certainly not unimportant, I 
am unable to find any warrant for regarding this as an ordi- 
nary contract for sale and purchase or for saying that there 
was any specific appropriation, actual or intended, of these 
particular bills. But assuming such a contention to be 
well founded, how was the contract rescinded? It is said 
that no express assent on the part of M. Cote to the 
countermand of Deveze on the 14th was necessary, because 
it was 80 manifestly to his advantage to put an end to 
the contract that his assent would be presumed. And 
on this part of the case two authorities were cited 
by Mr. De Gex: Atkin v. Barwick and Salte v. Field. 
But they are both distinguishable from the present case. 
In Salte v. Field there was an express assent which 
is referred to by all the judges in giving their judg- 
ments. It is true that Mr. Justice Buller in commenting 
upon Atkin v. Barwick said, “The point there 
contended for was that there was no consent by the sellers 
to rescind the contract. As to the assent there the Court 
said they would presume it becanse it was for the interest 
of the parties, but here it is not necessary.” &. Now in 
looking into the case of Atkin v. Barwick, it appears that 
upon delivery of the goods to the vendees, and some time 
before their bankruptcy, they had sent the goods to one Pen- 
hallow with orders to keep them for the use of the vendors, 
but without their knowledge, and in fact the first notice 
which the vendors received of the goods having been so 
returned was some days after the bankruptcy, when they 
at once signified their consent to take the goods again. 
They had had no opportunity of signifying their conssnt 
before, and it was under the special circumstances of the 
case that it was said that the consent would be presumed. 
But it never could be intended to lay down that consent 
would be presumed in a case where the vendor had ample 
opportunity of expressing his assent or dissent, and he had 
done neither. It appears to me that to introduce such an 
element of uncertainty into these matters would be pro- 
ductive of great mischief and inconvenience, Here, as & 
matter of fact, nothing was done by M. Cote after his in- 
effectual attempt to get back the letter on the 14th. 
What effect a telegram on the following morning, signify- 
ing bis consent to the countermand, and thus antici 
the receipt of the letter which was on its way by post 
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might have had upon his rights in respect of the rescission 
of the contract, and the revesting of the property in these 
bills in him, it is unnecessary to consider, because no such 
telegram was sent, nor any communication made to the 
debtor previously to the actual receipt of the bills on the 
16th, at which time they became, in the absence of any 
guch rescission, identified with the debtor’s property. 

It wasfarther argued that if the circumstances did not 
amount to a rescission of the contract, what had taken 
place at all events amounted to a good stoppage in tran- 
situ. However, dealing with this part of the argument, 
it was still necessary for the counsel for the applicant to 
treat these bills as specifically appropriated, because other- 
wise the doctrine of stoppage in transitu would not arise. 

in assuming, therefore, the relation of vendor and 
vendee to exist between the parties, it is said that M. 
Cote was entitled to stop these bills; and that the notice 
given to the Post- office was sufficient for that purpose. It 
is said, on the other side, that inasmuch as it appeared, by 
the accounts, that at the time of the transmission of these 
bills M. Cote was indebted to Deveze ina larger sum than 
the amount of the drafts, his title tostop in transitu did not 
arise ; Vertue v. Jewell was cited for this proposition. [His 
Honour read from Blackburn on Contract for Sale, p. 219.] 
Now, adopting the view of the learned author and apply- 
ing it to this case, and still assuming that the trans- 
action showed a specific appropriation of the bills, 
it would be too much to say that upon notice from 
Deveze that the drafte would not be accepted, M. 
Cote was not in a position to stop the bills in 
transitu if he could Assuming then, that there existed on 
the evening of the 14th all the conditions precedent to this 
right of stoppage—namely, that Cote was unpaid in whole 
or in part, and that according to his knowledge or beliof 
Deveze was in a state of insolvency (which knowledge is 
not shown by the evidence, but is, I think, immaterial), 
can it be said that this is a case in which the right to 
stop these bills could be effectually exercised by notice 
to or claim on the person into whose custody they had 
been committed for the purpose of being forwarded to 
the vendee? If they had been delivered to an ordinary 
carrier or messenger, and after such notice given, and 
notwithstanding it, they had been delivered to the 
vendee, the cases all go to show that the carrier or mes- 
senger would be held liable to the vendor for such 
wrongful delivery. But could it be contended for a 
moment that by reason of the claim made upon the post- 
master at Lyons for recovery back of the letter, the sub- 
sequent delivery to Deveze of this letter by the Post-office 
authorities was an act for which they or the postmaster 
would be held liable? The Post-oftice is a government 
institution, subject to rules and regulations which are 
made with reference tothe convenience of the public 
generally, and it would certainly be held to override the 

inciple applicable in these cases to ordinary carriers. 
this country, at least, a letter when once posted cannot 

be recovered back. The sender ceases to have any pro- 
perty in it, and although for some purposes the property 
in it is supposed to be in the Postmaster-General during 
its trans‘tus, no person is entitled to demand it except the 
person to whom it is addressed. What the precise rules 
and regulations of the French Post-office may be, there is 
no evidence except M. Cote’s affidavit to show, nor do I 
think it material. There is evidence to show this, that 
the rules were not complied with, and the notice was there- 
fore incomplete. This case is altogether distinguishable 
from Lett v. Cowley, and Northey v. Field, in which last case 
it was said that the goods were “yuasi in custodia legis.” 
[His Honour referred to the note of the case in Blackburn 
on Contract of Sale, p. 256. ] 

All these points were thoroughly pressed in argument, 
and I have thought it right to deal with them accordingly. 
But, as 1 have already stated, the assumption on which 
‘they are based is in my opinion untenable, namely, that 
the transaction must be treated as a specific appropriation 
of these bills to cover the acoeptances. On the whole of 
the case I am of opinion that there was no such specific 
@ppropriation. That M. Cote remitted those bills on the 
faith of the Milan draft being accepted is true in one sense, 
namely, that he would not probably have made the remit- 
tance if he had known they would be dishonoured. But this 
view of the case is widely different from their having been 


specifically appropriated. I can come to no other conclu- 
sion but that the transaction must be treated as a remit- 
tance or general account, and therefore, on the authority 
of Smith v. Bowles, as not falling within the. principle of 
stoppage in transitu, and that this remittance having come 
to the hands of their debtor, and being in ‘his possession 
and under his control at the date of the liquidation, be- 
longs to and forms part of his general estate. The motion 
will therefore be refused, but without costs. 

Solicitors for the applicant, Abrahams & Roffey. 

Solicitor for the trustee, W. 0. Crump. 








OBITUARY. 


MR. T. CHISHOLM ANSTEY. 


The death of this gentleman is announced by a telegram 
from Bombay. Mr. Anstey was the second son of Mr. 
Thomas Anstey, of Tasmania. He was born in 1816, and was 
educated at University College, London. He was called to 
the bar at the Middle Temple in 1839. In 1847 he entered 
Parliament as member for the borough of Youghal, which 
he represented antil 1852. In 1854 he received the ap- 
pointment of Attorney-General at Hong Kong, but re- 
| signed that post in 1858. Latterly Mr. Anstey has resided 
in India and has had a somewhat extensive practice at 
Bombay. 








We understand that the solicitorship to the Clothworkers 
Company has become vacant by the retirement of Mr. 
William Rixon. 

A lamentable accident is reported from the Isle of 
Wight. Mr. A. A. Pollock, solicitor, of the firm of A. A. 
& A. Pollock, of 63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, who was staying 
with his family at Alam Bay, went out on Sunday morning 
to bathe in Totland Bay. Some time afterwards his dead 
body was brought ashore by a coastguardsman, who had 
seen it floating a little way from the beach. From the 
appearance of the body it is sapposed that Mr. Pollock 
plunged from the end of the jetty into the sea, where, at 
low water, there is not depth enough for a dive in safety, 
and that his neck was dislocated by his striking the hard 
send. His clothes were found in a bathing machine close 
by. 

New Revistnc Barrister.—It is announced that Mr. 
Baron Bramwell, the senior Judge on the Norfolk Circuit, 
has appointed Mr, C. G. Prowett to be a Revising Barrister 
on that circuit. 


Gray’s-Inn.—We understand that a senior member of this 
ancient and honourable society has given a handsome donation 
for the foundation of legal scholarships, to be competed for 
by the students of the inn, The amount of the donation is 
such as, invested in Indian five per cents., will produce £170 
per annum, and one of the conditions of the gift is that the 
benchers shall contribute an —_ amount, a condition to 
which they are said to have readily assented. It is expected 
that the establishment of these scholarships will have the 
effect of drawing large numbers of students to Gray’s-inn, 
which has for some years past been shunned by students 
for the bar, for no very comprehensible reason. No doubt 
the founder of these scholarships will be forthwith made a 
bencher of the inn—an honour much coveted by the senior 
members of the society.—Pudlic Opinion, 


Marriace in Brazit.—An important marriage question, 
say the Anglo-Brazilian Times, has been authoritatively 
settled, namely, whether Protestant marriages become 
annulled by the conversion of one of the spouses to Roman 
Catholicism. Many legal authorities held that they do, and 
the bishops have acted on that opinion, and authorised the 
remarriage of the converts, without regard to still existing 
ties by Protestant marriages. But Mr. Hermann Haupt, 
while Charge d’ Affairs of the German Empire, having called 
the attention of the Government to the remarriage of two 
German female converts, while their Protestant husbands 
were still alive, the Emperor Don Pedro II. has, after con- 
sulting his Council of State, declared that Protestant 
marriages are indissoluble, unless by due sentence of the 
proper court, that the two women committed bigamy, and 





that they and the priest who remarried them are liable to 
criminal prosecution. 


+ Aaa eRe anise is: mene 
ip aa anata tc sre cneara onsen dcaratismginunsnacammeceecr ec ee 





812 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Aug. 16,1843, 








IMPRISONMENT FOR DEBT. 


The following are the conclusions come to by the Select 
Committee on imprisonment for debt, who have recently 
issued their report, referred to in another column :— 

1. That the administration of the law relating to 
inprisonment for debt by County Court judges is unequal 
and uncertain in its results. 

2. That the mode of procedure in judgment summonses 
does not insure sufficient evidence of the means of payment 
of the debtor, especially with regard to his indebtedness 
to other creditors, being brought before the County Court 
judges before making an order cf commitment. 

3. That the numerous commitments to prison in default 
of payment of small debts entail an expense upon the 
taxpayers and ratepayers of the country which it is unjust 
and inexpedient they should continue to bear. 

4. That there is inequality in the law in relation to the 
remedies against debtors for large and small sums which 
presses with undue severity upon the latter. 

5 That the frequency of the commitments to prison of 
the same debtors show that imprisonment for debt is not 
always deterrent to the dishonest debtor while it often 
inflicts unmerited punishment upon the honest debtor. 

6. That in many districts of England and Wales debts 
arecontracted and an undue and unnecessary amount of 
credit given, often without the knowledge of the principal 
debtor, and it is expedient such dealing and credit should 
be checked. 

7. That in giving the credit mentioned in the last re- 
solution the creditor to a great extent relies upon imprison- 
ment for debt as a means whereby, in case of default, he will 
be enabled to recover the amount due to him. 

8. That it has been proved before your Committee that 
in Scotland there is no imprisonment for civil debt under 
£8 63. 8d.; that the wages of labourers, farm servants, 
manufacturers, artificers, and workpeople are protected to 
the extent of 20s, a week from arrestment to enforce pay- 
ment of their debts, and that, notwithstanding these cireum- 
stances, modes of dealing have sprung up so that all 
necessary and proper credit is given to them. But in the 
law of Scotland the provisions for the recovery of civil debts 
above £8 6s, 8d., and for debts even under £8 6s. 8d., and 
as to execution are more extensive against the debtor than 
the provisions in the Jaw of England. 

9. That upon the hearing of any judgment summons the 
judge should inquire whether there are any other debts, 
and the debtor should be required within such time as the 
Court may direct to deliver in a full and true account of all 
the debts due from him and of his means of payment, and 
the judge should make such order for payment of the same, 
either in fuil or by way of instalment, or by an execution 
against the goods of the debtor, as to him should seem just. 

10. That such sums of money as are ordered to be paid, 
and the produce of such sales as are made under an execu- 
tion, should be brought into court, in order that the same 
may be distributed rateably among all the creditors. 

11. That the County Court Judge should have power 

to commit for non-payment of damages or costs in trespass 
aud other tortious actions, independently of the debtor's 
inability to pay, but such power should be exercised only 
once. .- 
12, That such of the provisions of the Debtors Act, 1869, 
as relate to fraudulent debtors should ‘be revised, for the 
purpose of extending the same, as far as may be necessary, 
to persons against whom an order on a judgment debtor 
summons may be issued, 

13. That on the recommendstions of the Committee 
being adopted, it is expedient that the power of imprison- 
ment for debt, as now exercised by the County Court Judges, 
shoud be abolished, 

14 That inasmuch as the system of credit at present 
regulating the course of dealing between tradesmen and 
persons of mall means would be materially affected by the 
changes in the law recommended by the Committee, it 
would be expedient that any new Act to give effect to them 
should not come into operation until) a reasonable time bas 
been afforded to enable those affected by it to adapt their 
mode of dealings to jts provisions, 

The Times ways there is authority for stating that the 
sew Master of the Holls will not seek re-election as 
member for Dover, 








PETTIFOGGERS. 


In his address to the law class of the University of 
Wisconsin, the Hon, E. G. Ryan, of Milwaukee, drew the 
following forcible picture of transatlantic pettifoggers, 
We quote from the Albany Law Journal:— 


“ Behold the pettifogger, the blackleg of the law. He 
is, as his name imports, a stirrer up of small litigation; a 
wet nurse of trifling grievances and quarrels. He some. 
times emerges from professional obscurity, and is charged 
with business which is disreputable only through his own 
tortuous devices. For the vermin cannot forego his in- 
stincts, even among his betters. He is generally found, 
however, and he always begins, in the lowest pro- 
fessional grade. Indeed, he is the troglodyte of 
the law. He has great cunning. He mistakes it 
for intelligence. He is a fellow of infinite pretence, 
He pushes himself everywhere, and is_ self-im- 
portant wherever he goes. You will often find him 
in legislative bodies, in political conventions, in boards of 
supervisors, in common councils. He is sometimes there 
for specific villainy ; sometimes on general principles of cor- 
ruption, waiting on providence for any fraudulent job. He 
is always there for evil. The temper of his mind, the 
habits of his life, make him essentially mischievous. In all 
places, he is always dishonest. When he cannot cheat for 
gain he cheats for love. He haunts low places, and herds 
with the ignorant. It is his kindly office to set them by the 
ears, and to feed his vanity and his pocket from the 
quarrels he incites or foments. He is in everybody's 
way, and pries into everybody’s business. He meddles in 
all things, and is indefatigable in mischief. He is just 
lawyer enough to be mischievous. He is a living 
example of ‘Pope's truth, that a little learning is a 
dangerous thing. Among his ignorant companions he 
is infallible in all things. Sometimes he is reserved and 
sly, with knowing look which gains credit for wisdom and 
character, for thinking all he does not utter. Generally 
he is loquacious, demonstrative of his small eloquence, 
Then his tongue is too big for his mouth, and his mouth is 
too loose for truth. By his own account, he is fall of law 
and overflowing. Among his credulous dupes, he cannot 
keep it down. He knows all things. Nothing is new to 
him. Nothing surprises him. Nothing puzzles him. But 
it is in the law that his omniscience shows best. His talk 
is of law incessantly. He has a chronic flux of law 
among his followers. He prates law mercilessly to every 
one, except lawyers. He discourses of his practice and 
his success to the janitor of his office, and the charwoman 
who washes his windows. He revels in demonstrative 
absurdity, and boasts of all he never did. He is the guide, 
philosopher, and friend of vicious ignorance. He is the 
oracle of dullness. 


“ And still the wonder grows 
That one small head can carry all he knows.”’ 


He hangs much around justices’ courts. There he is 
the leader of the bar. But he finds his way into courts 
of record. In them he is a plague to the bar and an 
offence to the bench. He is flippant, plausible, cap- 
tious, insolent.- He is full of sharp practice, chicane, 
surprise and trick. He is the privateer of the court, 
plundering on all hands, on private account. He is ready 
to sell his client or himself. Hais equal to all things, 
above nothing aud below nothing. He is ready to be the 
coroner of the county, or the chief justice of the United 
States. He would be a bore, if he were not tco dangerous 
for that harmless function. He is a nuisance to the bar 
and an evil to society. He is a fraud upon the profession 
and the public; a lawyer among clowns and a clown 
among lawyers. 





7 





A Neprasks AckNowLepoment,—A, L, Palmer, Probate 
Judge of Lancaster county, Nebraska, in a certificate of ac- 
knowledgement, after stating that the wife and husband 
ap before him, etc., certifies: “That H. Butter. 
field, husband of the said Cornelia Butterfield, having been 
examined separate and apart, and out of the hearing of his 
said wife, acknowledges that he releases Dower and Home- 
~ without compulsion of his said wile.”—Chicago Legal 
seus, 
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PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 

Last Quotation, Aug 15, 1873, 
3.pex Cent, Consols, 923 Annuities, April, 785 93 
Ditto for Account, Sep. 923 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 1908 
3 per Cent. Reduced 925 Ex Bills, £1000, — per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 924 Ditto, £500, Do — 
Do. 34 perCent., Jan. ’94 Ditto, £100 & £200, —par 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. 794 Bank of England Stock, 4% pet 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’73 Ct. (last half-year) 251 
Annuities, Jan, ’80— Ditto for Account, 





INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 
{ndiaStk.,10}pCt.Apr.’74,205 |, Ind. Enf.Pr,,5 pC.,Jan.’72 


Dittofor Account. — Ditto,54 per Cent., May,’79 1033 
Ditto 5per Cent., July, 801084 | Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 


Ditto 4 perCeat., Oct. "88 104 Do.Do, 5 per Cent., Aug.’73 101 
Ditto,ditto ,Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct., £1000 
NittoBnfacedPpr.,4 per Cont.964| Dittc, ditto,ander £1000 





RAILWAY STOCK. 
























































| Railways. |Paid.'Closing Prices. 
Stock! Bristol and Exeter 100 117 
Btock| Caledonian . svodevef OOO 984 
Stock Giasgow and South-Western ..............008 eves} 100 119 
Stock) Great Eastern Ordinary Stock ........... aseseee] 100 40} 
Stock} Great Northern 100 133 
Stock} Do., A Stock*...... 100 150 
Stock! Great Southern and Western of Ireland ...... 100 114 
Stock} Great Western—Original...., 100 125 
Stock| Lancashire and Yorkshire ........... 100 1493 
Stock; London, Brighton, and South Coast 100 | 79 
Stock} London, Chatham, and Dover......... | 100 | 21} 
Stock} London and North-Western ....... ~ 100 | 150 
Stock; London and South Western.......... eecee | 100 109. 
Stock} Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincoln ..... deed ous 100 77 
Stock) Metropolitan | 100 713 
Btock} Do., District . ees, 100 304 
Stock} Midland 100 138 
Stock) North British 100 68 
Stock) North Eastern — 100 i68 
Stock} North London | 100 117 
Stock) North Staffordshire .........csscereerseceecceeseree, 100 65 
Stock} South Devon 100 | 72 
Stock! South-Eastern «| 100 | 1065 








* A receives no dividend < atil 6 per cent. has been paid to B. 





Money MARK&T AND City INTELLIGENCE. 


The Bank rate of discount remains at 3} per cent. The 
announcement at the end of last week of the Great 
Northern dividend at the same rate as for the correspond- 
ing period of last year caused a considerable rise in Great 
Northern Stock—in the A stock of 84 per cent.—and was 
followed by an advance in prices in English railways 
generally. A further advance took place on Saturday, 
but a reaction occurred on Monday, and there has since, 
with some exceptions, been considerable dulness and an 
absence of business. There has been little to notice in the 
foreign market during the week. The feature of the week 
has been the advance in French Scrip and Russian (1872). 
The latter was quoted on Thursday at 98 to 99. 








Boroven Anp Loca Courts or Recorp Act, 1872.—By 
an Order in Couneil, dated the 4th of August, 1873, the 
Order in Council of the 26th of June, 1873, extending the 
provision scontained in the schedule to the Borough and Local 
Courts of Record Act, 1872, to the Court of Record for the 
hundred of Salford, ia the county of Lancaster, is annulled. 

Tue Bank Foraertks Prosecution.—It is stated that the 
depositions taken before the Lord Mayor, which have been 
printed for the convenience of the judge and of the counsel 
on both sides at the trial, which is to commence on Mon- 
day, extend over 242 folio pages, and make a thick volume, 
which is provided with an elaborate index, 

_ Tue Inuiois Ex-Cuter Justicr.—We commented some 
time ago on the result of the recent election to the Chief 
Justiceship of Illinois. We learn from the Chicago Legal 
News that the late Chief Justice of the Supreme Court of 
that State has now become the senior member of a law firm 
in Chicago, and our contemporary thinks that, financially, 
it will be much betterfor the judge than if ho had re- 
mained longer on the bench. 


Takine Derosrtions.—In the course ofa trial for murder 


departed from their depositions before the magistrates. It 

appeared, says the Times, that the depositions were some- 
times taken from the witness in a separate room, and then 
when they had been prepared the witness was taken into 
the prisoner’s presence, and the deposition was read over 
and. signed by the witness. Honeyman, J., commented in 
very strong terms upon this method, so contrary to the 
language of the Act of Parliament, which provides that 
the witness’s evidence shall be taken on oath in the 
presence of the prisoner and then be put in writing and 
signed. His Lordship said he was not surprised that 

failure of justice should repeatedly occur when so strange 
@ course was pursued. He should consider it his duty to 
communicate with the magistrates of Barnsley, and also to- 
represent the matter to the Lord Chancellor. 


SocraL Screncr Concress.—The following are the special 
questions appointed for discussion in the legal sections at 
the ensuing congress, to be held at Norwich in October 
next :—International and Municipal Law Section.—1. Is it 
desirable and practicable to effect an assimilation of English 
and foreign commercial law ; and, ifso, to what extent, and 
what steps should be taken to effect such assimilation ? 2. 
In what manner may the framing and passing of Acts of 
Parliament ke improved? 3. What change, if any, is it de- 
sirable to make in the law relating to agricultural tenancies ? 
Repression of Crime Section—l. Are any and what 
improvements necessary for the administration of justice in 
Quarter and Petty Sessions? 2. In what way should the 








at the Leeds Assizes, the witnesses very materially 





punishment of young persons under eighteen, especially boys- 
or girls of nine or ten years of age, be regulated ? 3. What 
improvements are required in the system of discipline in 
county and borough gaols ? 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGE?, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 

CARTER—On Aug 4, at Stanmore, Middlesex, the wife of Felix 
Carter, Esq., solicitor, of a son. 

May—On August 6, at Woodville, Honor Oak, the wife of Henry 
W. May, Esq., of Lincoln’s-inn, of a daughter. 

Novuwn—-On August 11, at 4, Cedars-road, Clapham, the wife of 
John Bridges Nunn, Esq., solicitor, Sevenoaks, of a son. 

Pricke—On August 11, at Chalcot-crescent, Regent’s-park, the 
wife of George Curtis Price, of Lincoin’s-inn, barrister-at- 
law, of a son, who has since died, 

Srurton—On August 6, at Holbeach, Lincolnshire, the wife of 
John Phipps Sturton, solicitor, of a son. 

Wornerspoon—On August 13, at 39, Cambridge-gardens, 
Notting-hill, W., the wife of C. Grey Wotherspoon, of the 
Middle ‘femple, Esq., barrister-at-law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES, 

ATKINson—LEwin—On August 9, at the parish church, Wan- 
stead, Henry Tindal Atkinson, barrister-at-law, to Marion 
Amy, eldest daughter of E. B. Hale Lewin, Esq., of Holly 
Hill, Wanstead. 

Covstns—Horne—On August 9, at the parish church of Port- 
sea, Thomas Cousins, Esq., solicitor, and Clerk to the Justi- 
ces, Portsmouth, to Emma Jane, widow of the late Colonel 
Arthur Horne, Commanding 13th Light Infantry. 

FAaRwELL—Wickens—On August 5, at All Saints’, Paddiag- 
ton, George Farwell, barrister-at-law, to Mary Erskine, 
daughter of Vice-Chancellor Sir John Wickens. 

GarER—WALTERS—On August 7, at St. Pancras Church, 
Euston-square, Edmund Richard Gayer, Esq., B.A., of Lin- 
coln’s-inn, barrister-at-law, to Frances Sophia, Eldest daugh- 
ter of the late Rev. T. D'Oyly Walters, 

Gray—Browsks—On August 9, at the parish chureh, Hamp- 
stead, J. Cooke Gray, Esq., M.A., of the Middle _—. and 
Worthing, to Louisa, youngest daughter of Mr. N, We, 
Berry, Pomeroy, Devon. 

Lawrencs--Hanson—On August 7, at Trinity Chureh, Pad- 
dington, Thomas Northmore Lawrence, Esq., of Lincoln’s- 
inn, barrister at-law, to Frances Duntae, eldest daughter of 
Alfred Hanson, Esq,, of 128, Westhourne-terrace. 

Wena—Lovert—On August 12, at St. Michael’s Chureh 
Compton Martia, Somersetshire, Anthony Edward Webb, of 
Bath, solicitor, to Ellen Mary, eldest daughter of William 
Frederick Lovell, of Compton Martin, surgeon. 

DEATHS, 

Hayns—On August 7, at The Lea, Iver, Bucks, Robert Hayes, 
Eaq., of 60, Russell-square, in his 62nd year. 

Hopextwson~—On August 10, at Park, Tottenham, Baward 
Hodgkinson, of 17, Little Tower-street, solicitor, in bis Glet 
yoar, 
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Kennepy—On August 9, at his residence, 6, Marine-terrace, 
Brighton, Henry Kennedy, Esq., LL.D., barrister-at-law, 
vad 67. 


Moore—On A 11, at 112, Gloucester-place, Portman- 
square, Edmund Ff. Moore, Esq., Q.C., Bencher of the Middle 
Temple and barrister-at-law, in the 72nd year of his we 

Po.tocx—On August 10, accidently drowned while bathing at 
Totlands Bay, Freshwater, Isle of Wight, Alfred Atkinson 
Pollock, Esq., aged 47,of Heathfield, Hampstead-heath, and 
63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 





ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
By Messrs, DRIVER. 

Essex, near Maldon—The Manor of Woodham Walter, with 

its rights, &c., sold for £1,850. 

By Messrs. Norton, Trist, Watney & Co. 

Surrey, Thorpe—The freehold residence known as Eastley End, 

vm | 7a, 2r.—sold for £3,500. 

By Messrs. Witkrnson & Horne. 

Pentonville—Nos. 9 to 13, Upper Southampton-street, term 54 

years—sold for £1;200. 

By Mr. T. N. TURNER. 

Middlesex, Golder’s-green—“ South Lodge,” with stabling, &c. 

—sold for £1,200. 

By Messrs. BuckLanp & Sons. 

Bucks, Slough, High-street—Freehold house, wish stabling and 

two cottages—sold for £1,200. 

By Messrs. FurBER, Price & FURBER. 

Blackfriars-—Nos. 19 and 20, Blackfriars-ruad, Freehold—sold 


for £2,860. 
By Mr. Georce SPILLMAN. 
Brighton—24, Bedford-square, and 10, Silwood-street, freehold 
sold for £1,550. 
By Messrs. FAREBROTHER, LyE & Co. 
West Strand—Nos. 1, 4, and 5, Harvey’s-buildings, freehold— 
sold for £1,600. 
New Wandsworth.—Nos. 15 and 16, Louvaine-road, term 89 
years—sold for £600. 
Sussex, near Worthing.—“‘ St. Maur’s,” and five acres, freehold 
—sold for £1,240. 
By Messrs. C. C. & T. Moore. 
tate Dock-road—No. 42, Evans-street, freehold—sold for 


AT THE ROYAL HOTEL, NORWICH. 
Z By Messrs. Butcuer & Bower. 
Norfolk, Horsford—Farm containnig 11la. Or. 35p., freeehold 
—sold for £3,525. 
AT THE UNION HOTEL. BIRMINGHAM. 
: By Messrs. JouN MarGaretts & Son. 
Warwickshire, Berkswell,copyhold farm, containing 50a. 2r. 30p., 
sold for £4,850; house, with homestead and 6a. 3r. 28p. 
ae house, with cottages and 2a, 2r. 37p., po 
or le 





LONDON GAZETTES. 


Winding up of Joint Stock Companies. 
Faray, Aug 8, 1878. 
Unsiiurrep in Coaycery 

Teignmouth and General Mutual Alliance Assurance Association.— 
Creditors are required, on or before Oct 7, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 

- Teignmouth. Friday, Oct 31, at 11.80, is appointed for 
hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims. 
Limitep is Caancurr, 

Glain Pedror Mining Company, Limited.—By an order made by V.C. 
Bacon, dated Jaly 28, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Flower and Nussey, Great Winchester st b ings, solicitors 

for the petitioners. 

Cocwty PaLatine oy Lawcasrzr, 

Spanish Zine Company, Limited.—The Vice-Chancellor has, by an 
order, dated July 22, appointed Henry Bolland, 10, South John st, 
Liverpool, to be Official Liquidator, Creditors are required on or be- 
fore Sept 15, to send their uames and and the particula 
of the debts or claims, to the above, Friday, Sept 26, at 10, is appoin- 
ted for hearing and adjadicating upon the debts and claims. 

Turspay, Aug 12, 1873. 
Unsuimitep Im Cuancerr. 

Essex Shrievelty Fnnd.—By an order made by V.C. Malins, dated Aug 
2, it was ordered that the above Fand should be wound up. Paterson 
and Co., Chancery lane, Ageuts for Gepp and Sons, » wli- 
tors for the petitioners. 

Kensingion Station and North and South London Junction Railwe 
Company.—Creditors are required on or —— Nov 15, to send 


Bames and addresses, and the — Te ee eee bo 
ewry. Tuesday Nov 25, at 12, is appoin- 
devts snd distens. 





$54 for beering and séjoaleaiiag pon 
ring @ adicating the 

%& George Advance Fund A: No, 18.—V.C. Bacon has, by an 

order dated Jaly 21, appointed Frederick Bertram Smart, 86, Cheap- 





side, to be Official Liquidator. Credi are required, on or bef ore 
Oct 6, to send their names and addresses and the particulars of their 
debts or claims tothe above. Tuesday, Nov 4, at 12, is appointed 
for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

LIMITED In CHANCERY, 

Camp Floyd Silver Mining Company, Limited.—V.C. Wickens has, by 
by an order dated June 23, appointed Alfred Good, 7, Po ultry, to be 
Official Liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before Oct 24, to 
send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims to the above. Friday. Nov 7, at 2, is appointed for hearing and 
adjudicating upon the debts and claims. 

Co-operative Association, Limited.—The M.R. has fixed Aug 22, at 12, 
at his chambers, for the appointment of an Official Liquidator. 

Guerrero Gold Mining Company, Limived.—By an order made by V.C, 
Bacon, dated Aug 1, it was ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Robinson, Gresham house, Old Broad st, solicitor for the peti- 


tioners, 
Creditors under Estates in Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, Aug. 8, 1873. 

Barrow, Leslie Augustus Royds, Abbey gardens, St John’s Wood, Esq, 
Sept 20. Anoul v Ewart, M.R. Clarke, Son, & Rawlins, Gresham 
house, Old Broad st 

Bell, Elizabeth Mary, Farnsfield, Nottingham. Sept 30. Carding o 
Potts, V.C. Bacon. Williams, juo, Nottingham 

Fry, Susan, Bristol. Oct 1. Shephard » Wasbrough, V.C. Wickens, 
Wasbrough, Bristol ‘ 

Gow-Steuart, James, Fowlec’s Park, Kent, Gent. Sept 29. Gow-Steuart 
v Bean, V.C. Malins, Wilkinson, York 

Johnson, Thomas Brooks, Kingston-upon-Hull, Oil Merchant. Oct 1. 
Smith v Hanks, M.R. Rollit, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Lewis, Rev William Price, New house, Glamorgan. Sept 1. Lewise 
Clark, M.R. Williams, Cardiff 

Martin, Juseph Biggs, Romford, Essex, Farmer. Sept 15. Manley¢ 
Martio, M.R. Francis, Austin Friars 

Maxwell, Robert Thompson, Saltburn-by-the-Sea, York. Oct 6. Du 
Boison » Maxwell, V.C. Malins. Wooler, Darlington. 

Melrose, William, Colville gardens, Notting hill,Gent. Oct 1. Mel- 
rose v Mounsey, M.R. Mounsey, Staple inn 

Price, John, Holywell, Flint, Draper. Sept 29. Price v Davies, V.C. 
Malins. Davies, Holywell 

Thurnall, William, Bedford, Sargeon. Septl. Coachman Thurnall, 
V.C. Wickens Pearce, Bedford 

Toulmin, John Cates, High st, Southwark, Hosier. Sept 29. Brizgs ¥ 
Toulmin, V.C. Malins. Reep, Bush lane, Cannon st 

Toxspar, Aug. 12, 1873. 

Borham, James Day, Leicester. Corn Factor, Sept 1. Kinder v Ows- 
par V.C. Wickens. Vizard, Orowder, and Anstie, Lincoln’s inn 
fields 

Bollpitt, Henry, Capel, Surrey, Gent. Sept 15. Bullpitt v Bullpitt 
V.C. Wickens, Robinson, Basinghall st ® 

Curwen, Daniel Brookholding, Halifax, Yorkshire. Oct 10. Sheardy 
Sheard, M.R. Mair, Macclesfield 

Dennis, Samuel. Thorpe, Essex, Farmer. Sept30. Simmons v Sim- 
mons, V.C. Wickens. Mustard, Furnival'’s inn 

Gill, John, Birmingham, Sword Cutler. Septl. Wheeler v Gill, V.C, 
Malins, Berry, Chancery lane 

Harvey, Elizabeth, Seymour st, Connaught square. Septl. Sladen v 
Harvey, V.C, Malins. Ottaway, Essex st, Strand 

Steamship J d, N til Oct 31. Lopez v Smith, V.C. 


Malins 

Kieli, John, Balham hill, Surrey, Esq. Sept 22. Price v Ramsey, 
V.C, Bacon. Gregson, Angel ct, Throgmorton st 

Kingsley, James, Boxmoor, Herts, Agricultural Seed Merchant, Sept 18 
Ambler v Bale, M.R. Espinasse, Hemel Hempstead 

Laskie, David Jamieson, Stock Exchange,Gent. Dec 17. Williams ¥ 
Laskie, V.C, Bacon 

Llewellyn, Mary Shaftesbury, Cowbridge, Glamorgan. Octl. Rosser 
v Rhys, V.C. Wickens. Stockwood, Cowbridge 

Rayment, Wi:liam, Furneux Pelham Ha!], Hertford, Farmer. Jan 1, 
Rayment v Rayment, V.C. Wickens. Oliver, Corbst ct, Gr ° 
st 


Rhys, Charles Thomas, Tresilian, Glamorgan, Gent. Oct 1. Rosser 
v Rnys, V.C. Wickens, Stockwood,. Cowbridge 
Skyrme, John Henry, Ross, Hertford, Attorney. Sept 30. Gilbert v 
ikyrme, V.C. ins, Collins, Ross, 
White, Jonn, Louisa st, Beaumont st, Mile End rd, Gent. Oct 1. Con- 
Nolly v. Watson, V.C. Malins. Lewis, Gracecburch at 
Williams, Henry, Bodilly, Cornwall, Yeoman. Sept 15. Williams ¥ 
Dunstan, M.R. Lge Helston 
‘Wood, William, Hyde Park place West, Colonel. Sept 15, Clark ¥ 
Wood, V.C. Wickens, Barron, Lincoln’s-inn-fields 
Creditors under 22 & 28 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Claim, 
Faipar, Aug. 8, 1873. 
Belward, Rev Henry Belward Moyse, Croydon, Surrey, Sept 26. 
Ww. and Co, Southampton st, Bloomsbury 
Bennett, Arthur Provis Wentworth, Montagu sq, Esq. Sept8. Phelps 


Cornwall, Banker, Sept % 
Trythall, Penzance 
ss tata Mary, Malvern Wells, Worcester. Oct 1. Humfrys, Here- 
sani, EAward Perry, South Audley st, General. Nov 10. Walters 
and Co, i 
Chapman, 





New sq, Lincoln's ion 
Joseph Barker, Whitby, York, Esq. Sept 6, Nelson, Essex 


Resles, Béward, Liverpool, Cotton Broker, Nov 1. Pears and Co, 
Ellis, Sarah, Watford, Herts. Oct 18. Sedgwick, Watford 


Frodsham, George, Change alley, Chronometer Maker. Oct 1. Sturt, 





‘onmonger 
Galeworthy, Elizabeth, Ilfracombe, Devon. Oct 6. Townley and Gard 
| Gresham’ buildings, Basinghall st 
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lingham, Henry. Swanage, Dorset, Stone Merchant. Sept 22. 

Marshfield, Wareham 

Good, a — Lancashire, Millowner. Sept 1. Murray and 
Wrigley, 

Pad mony — sag Lowestoft, Suffolk, Fish Merchant, Sept 15. 
Norton, Bung: 

Heobleton, Charles Robert, Rhyl, Motel Keeper. Sept 13. Williams, 


Rhyl 
Holbsrow, Ethelbert, Ledbury st, Commercial rd, Peckham, Elastic 
Gusset Manufacturer. Oct4. Nind, St. Benet place, Gracechureh st 
Marklew, Charles, Rushall, Stafford, Geat. Oct ll, Thursfield, Wed- 


Marplen Matthew, Resien, Derby, Saddler. Oct 6. Taylor, Bakewell 

Miller, Samuel, York 14 . King’ s Cross, Commission Agent. Sspt 20. 
Mote, South sq, Gray’s inn 

O'Donnell, Rev Weny, Clifton, Bristol. 
Bristol 

Price, Robert, Wrexham, Denbigh, Innkeeper. 
Lloyd, Wrexham 

Penyston, Frances, Cornwall, Oxford. Oct 1. 


Nov 1. Clark and Sons, 


Sept 29. Rymer and 


Saunders, Chipping 
orton 
Sessions, Robert, Teagan Oxford, Shopkeeper. Oct 10. Wilkins, 
Chipping Nort 
Shbilvock, John, oe Droitwich, Worcester, Builder. Nov 1. 
Droitwich 
Turner, Jonathan , Besthorpe, Norfolk, Farmer. Sept 4. Tillett, Nor- 


Holyoake, 


wich 
Walsh. Robert, Little Bolton, Lancashire Esq. Sept 30. Bailey and 
Read, Bolton-le-Moors 
Washington, Ralph, Tunstall, Stafford, Gent. Aug 25. Smith, Tun- 
atall 
Tuespay, August 12, 1873.° 
Aldrich, John, Norwich, Grocer. Oct i. Winter and Francis, Norwich 
Barber, John, Amhurst rd, a Gent. Oct ll, Gurney, Canning 
villas, Canning rd, Addiscom 
Bradby, Catharine Hodgkin, ir amble le Rice, Southampton, Sept 5. 
Brightwell, Norwich 
Buddicom, Robert Pedder, Stockton-on-tees, Durham, Gent. 
Keightley and Banning, Liverpool 
Clifton, John, Halton, near Leeds, Shopkeeper. Sept 15. 
Hardy, Samnel Charles, Nottingham, Draper. Oct 31. 
Thorpe, Nottingham 
| ag George, Fareham, Southampton, Esq. Sept 20. Goble, Fareham 
s, Sarah, Bradford, York. Oct2, Bus eild and Atkinson, Bradford 
Huntley, Sir Henry Vere, Sautoo, Brazil. Sept 30. Ommaney, Norfolk 
tran 
Johnson, Letitia Popham, Bath, Septl. Inman and Inman, Bath 
Iefebvre, Gertrude Rosalie, Brighton, Sussex, Milliner. Sept 6. 
Goodman, Brighton 
MacMorine, George, Liverpool,Gent. Novl. Jones and Co, Liverpool 
Maxwell, Francis, Prince’s Park, near Liverpool. Oct 15. Bateson 
and Co, paerpes 
Millener, Maria. Headcorn, Kent. Dec3l. Hughesand King, Maidstone 
Munk, Edward, Frittenden, Kent, Farmer. Nov 1. Wilson and Co, 
Cranbrook 
Sept 


Sept 18. 


Dalton, Leeds 
Thorpe and 


ran 
Newark, Thomas Jones, sen, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Gent. 
20. Newark, St Mary’s st, Coventry 
, Edward, Faversham, Kent, Geat. Oct 1. 
Parker, Seem Ellel, Lancashire, Joiner. 
Lancaste! 
Pentland, Toseph Barclay, Motecomb st, Belgrave sq, Esq. Sept 30. 
Cooke Serjeant’s inn, Chancery lane 
Tovell and Co, 


Pope, John, Symonds bury, Dorset, Gent. Sept 15. 
ray’s inn square 
iow, Mary Gray, Tavistock eq, Oct 6. Curtis and Bedford, Staining 
suit, Sarah, Brighton, Sussex, Oct 1. Craig, Shrewsbury 
gg om Thomas, Croydon, Surrey, Innkeeper. Sept 13. Rowland, 
royden 
Wakeford, Henry, hg Southampton, Brewer. Oct 10. Wooldridge 
and Son, Wincheste 
Wilcockson, Robert, Hucknall To rkard, Nottingham, Builder. Sept 20. 
Hogg, Nottingham 
Weoding, George, Mansfield, Nottingham, Gent. 
lansfield 


Giraud, Faversham 
Sept 10. Sharp and Son, 


Sept 13. Bryan, 


Bankrupts. 
Farwary, Aug 8, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in the Country. 
. OE , Crown buildings, Queen Victoria st. 
atl 
td and Thomas Grimes, Old Bond st, Estate 
Agents. Pet Aug 4, Spring-Rice. Aug 21 at 11 
To Surrender in the Country. 
ain, Tho mas, York, Hosier, Pet Aug 2. Perkins. York, Aug 
ould Frederick, Dorking, Surrey, — and Gaiter Maker. 
5. Rowland. * Croydon, Aug 26 at 
Pet Aug 4, 


Crang, James, Bideford, Devon, aii Bencroft. 
ple, Aug 23 at 3,30 
Firth, William, meee’, Te Xork, & Moe and Noil Dealer, Pot Aug 5. 
Robinson, Bradford, A 
Gray, John, Preston, Lancashire Flagger. Pet Aug 5. Myres, Pres- 


ton, Aug 23 at 11 
—\' on Ha lifax, York, Grocer. Pet Aug 2. Rankin, Halifax, 
Pet Aug 1. Marshall, 


Pet Aug &, 


Pet Aug 


ug 1 
» George, Leeds, Mungo Merchant. 
Aug 20 at 11, 
Tugspar, Aug 12, 1873. 
Under the Bankruptoy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 





To Surrender in London. 


Axton, John, Bangor Wharf, Kew Bridge, Builder’s Merchant. Pet 
Aug7. Roche. Aug 22 at 11.30 

Weeks, Frederick, Whitechapel rd, Leather Seller. Pet Aug 8. 
Spring-itice. Aug 22 at 12 


To Surrender in the Country. 

Aplin, Pownal, Ridgway, Devon, Navigating Lieutenant R.N. Pet Aug 
9. Pearce, East Stonehouse, Aug 27 at 11 

Hethorn, Richard Lawrence, Altrincham, A ae out of business, 
Pet Aug 7. Kay. Manchester, Aug 28 at 9.30 

Jeffs, Jesne,and Charles Watson, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Builders, 
Pet Aug 2. Campbell. Warwick, Aug 23 at ll 

Spuire, Rowland Montagu, Liverpool, Musical Intrument Maker, Pet 
Aug 8. Watson. Liverpool, Aug 25 at 2 

Wilde, William, Norwich, High Bailiff, Pet July 21. Palmer. 
wich, Aug 25 at 12 


Nore 


Liquidation by Arrangement. 
FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Fatway, Augast 8, 1873. 
Anthony, John, Waddlesdon, Buckingham, Builder. 
offices of Fell, Bourbon st, Aylesbury 
Apletree, Thomas, Winchcombe, Gloucester, Pablicin. 
office of Smith, Grosvenor place, Cheltenham 
Barnett, Richard, Bromyard, Hereford, Coach Builder. Aug 21 at 11 
at the Crown Hotel, Broad st, Worcester. Knott, Bromyard 
Broad, Alfred, Herbert Broad, and Alfred Broad, jau, Piymouth, Wine 
Merchants. Aug 20 at 11 at offices;of Gibson ‘and Moore, Courtenay 
st, Plymouth 
Burgess, Wiltiam, Mow Cop, Cheshire, Butcher. 
of Sherratt, Market st, Kidsgrove 
Carter, Thomas Samuel, Tottlebink. Lancashire, Woodmonger. 
22 at 11 at the Temperance Hall, Ulverston. 
Cowdry, Alfred, Sutton Veny, Wilts, Baker. 
Wakeman, Warminster 
Cox, George, Holloway rd, Butcher. Aug 27 at 3 at offices of Pearce 
and Son, Giltspur st 
Cruden, Thomas Hutchison, Mincing lane, Cigir Marchant, 
2 at office of Rooks aad Co, King st, Ciuerpsile 
Cutler, William, Buckiagham Palace rd, Westmiaster, Skirt Manafac- 
turer. Aug 18 at3 at 8, York st, Manchester. Addileshaw and 
Warburton, Manchester 
Dimond, Charles Edward, Liverpool, Boot Maker. Aug 26 at 3 at office 
of Ritson, Cable st, Liverpool 
Doling, William, Gosport, Southampton, Plamber. 
145, Cheapside. King, Portsea 
Doubleday, George, Newark-upon-Trent, Notts, Carrier. 
12 at the Ram Hotel, Castle gate, Newark-apon-Treat. 
Draper, George, Luton, Bedford, Bleacher. Sept 1 at 11.30 at offices of 
Scargill, King st, Lutoa. Cordweill, Serjeant’. inn, Chaacery laae 
Fairfield, James, Birmingham, Manufacturer of Safes. Aug 13 at 3 at 
offices of Parry, Beune:t’s hil, Birmingham 
Fexal!, Robert, Tettenhall, Stafford, Carpenter. Aug 20 at 11 at office 
of Barrow, Queen st, Wolverhampton 
Garbutt, Rooke, Heckmondwike, York, Shoddy Merchant. Aug 21 at 
3 at the Black Bull Hotel, Mirfield. Ibberson, Heckmondwixe 
Gilbert, Thomas, Birmingham, Rivet Manufacturer. Aug 22 at 12 at 
the Great Western Hotel, Birmingham. Clarke, Birmingham 
Gumby, Hannah, Leeds, Furniture Dealer. Aug 19 at 3 at offices of 
Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 
Haines, Heary, Melksham, Wilts, Butcher. Ang 22 at 11.30 at the 
Temperance Hall, Chippenham. Smith, Devizes 
Hallo, Benjamin [rewavas, Moushole, Paul, Corawall, Draper. 
21 at U1 at offices of Trythall, Clarence st, Penzance 
Heath, James, Leamington Priors, Warwick, Timber Merchant. Aug 25 
at 12 at offices of Sanderson and Hassall, Bedford st, Leamington 


Aug 27 at 12 at 
Aug 25 at I at 


Aug 25 at 12 at office 

Ai. 
Jacksoa, Ulverston 

Aag 2) az | at orficss of 


Aug 19 at 


Aug 19 at 12 at 


Aug 23 at 
Sath 


Aug 


Priors 
Hernah, William Edgley, and William Henry Mason, jun, Brighton 


Sussex, Phot ographers. Aug 22 at li at offices of Goodman, Prince 
Albert st, Brighton 


Hoffmann, Augustus Antoine, Keymer, Sussex, Schoolmaster. Aug 25 
at Sat office of Hardwiok, Bartholomews, Brighton 

Holman, John, Dawlish, Devon, Builder. Aug 21 at Ll at offices of 
Hirtzel, Queen st, Exeter 

Holmes, Jonn William, Preston, Lancashire, Draper. Aug 22 at 2 at 
offices of Edelston, Winkley st, Preston 

Hudson, Walter John, High Wycombe, Buckingham, Butcher. Aug 
22 at 3 at offices of Parker and Soa, Easton st, High Wycombe 

Hunt, Eli, Congleton, Cheshire, Silk 'Throwster. Aug 27 at 11 at office 
of Sherratt, Market st, Kidsgrove 

Hurst, David, New Swindon, Wilts, Builder, Aug 26 at 11 at office of 
Foreman, Bath rd, Swindon 

Hyams, Jacob, Aston, Warwick, Jeweller, Avg 20 at 12 at offices of 

‘allows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Jackson, Swinscho, Adelaide rd, Haverstock hill, Commercial Traveller. 
Aug 18 at 4 at offices of Ablett, Cambridge terrace, Hyde Park 

Keightley, William, Boston, Lincoln, Gas Fitter. Aug 18 ati at the 
Peacock Hotel, Boston. Bailes, Boston 

Leathan, Alexander, St Juat, Cornwall, Draper. Aug 22 at 11 at office 
of Borlase and Milton, Clarence st, Penzance 

Leatham, John, Tonkin, St Just, Cornwall, a. Aug 22 at 13.30 
at office of Borlase and Milton, Clarence st, Penzaa 

Levy, Hyam, Newcastie-upon-Tyne, Jeweller, Aug 0 at 3at offices of 
Bush, st Nicholas buildings, fm ty -Tyne 

ee => William, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Tnakeeper. Aug 19 at | at 

offices of Rosser and say Canon st, Aberdare 
ae —. Bond st, Dewsbury Rag Merchant. Aug 20 at 3 at office 
aw, Bon 

Lucas, Joseph Samuel, = Manchester, og ga Agent. 
BR hg Lady meg fe ee a Manches' 
mae pues, Sess june nen Wilts, Weolstapler. Aug 26 at 

at 

Metaions Mary A foowa bed sankitn, Tate of Wight, Widow. Aug 22 
at? at the Royal Hotel, Gloucester row, Weymouth, Piesse aad 
Son, Old Jewry chambers 








816 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & REPORTER. Aug. 16,1873. 








Martin, William, Rochford, Essex, Seedsman. Aug 27 at 12 at Dick’s 
House, Fleet st 

McIntosh, John George, Bromyard, Hereford, Clothier. Aug 19 at 2 at 

the King’s Head Hotel, Worcester st, Birmingham. Knott, Brom- 


yar 

McKellen, James, Ardwick, Manchester, Hosier. Aug 22 at 3 at offices 
of Needham, York st, Manchester 

MeMichael, John, Blackburn, Lancashire, Travelling Draper. Aug 23 
at 11 at offices of Wilding and Son, Bank chambers, Lord st, West 
Blackburn 

Newton, Maurice, High Holborn, Foreman. Aug 20 at 3 at the Guild- 
hall Tavern, Gresham st. Lumley and Lumley, Old Jewry chambers 

Owen, John, Bangor, Carnarvon, Ironfounder. Aug 15 at 12 at the 
Castle Hotel, Bangor. Barber and Hughes, Bangor 

Palmer, John, Hafod, near Swansea, Pipe Manufacturer. Aug 16 at 11 
at offices of Davies and Hartland, Rutland st, Swansea . 

Pearce, Thomas, John’s yard, Lisson grove, Coach Builder. Aug 27 at 
3 at Westbury Villa, Westbury terrace, Regent’s Park. Bullock, 
Marylebone rd 

Philips, John, King’s Arms place, Commercial rd, Pewterer. Aug 19 at 
3 at offices of Shearman, Little Tower st 

Schiebler, Robert, and Carl Matthaei, New Broad st, Merchants, Aug 
25 at 2 at offices of Cooper and Co, George st, Marsion House. 
Thomas and Hollams, Mincing lane 

Smith, Thomas, Southam, Warwick, Boot Maker. Aug 23 at 2 at 
offices of Overell, Warwick st, Leamington Priors 

Stallard, Henry Richard, Great Malvera, Worcester, Grocer. Aug 20 at 
11 at office of Corbett, Avenue House, The Cross, Worcester 

Swayne, George, West Horsley, Surrey, Grocer. Aug 18 at 11 at office 
of Russell, High st, Guildford 

Tomlinson, Daniel, Liverpool, Oil Merchant. Aug 20 at 3 at offices of 
Barrell and Rodway, Lord st, Liverpool 

Trotter, James, Seven Mile House, near Seaton Burn, Northumberland, 
Farmer. Aug 26 at 12 at office of Keenlyside and Forster, St John ’s 
chambers, Grainger st West, Newcastle-upon-Tyne 

Tarner, William, Ormond road, Hornsey rise, Gardener. Aug 21 at 11 at 
offices of Keene and Marsland, Lower ‘hames st 

Watt, Hodgson, and Arran Pearson, Minciog lane, Colonial Brokers. 
Aug 21 at 2 at office of Turquand and Co, Tokenhouse yard. Ellis 
and Crossfield, Mark lane 

Wattis, Thomas, Birmingham, Beer Retailer. 
Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 

Werner, Maximilian Edward, Bradford, York, Worsted Manufacturer. 
Ang 18 at 3 at offices of Dawson and Greaves, Kirkgate, Bradford 

Whitehead, Frederick Matthias, Jonn William Whitehead, and David 
Henry Whitehead, Great Portland st, Oxtord st, Sanitary Engineers, 
Aug 25 at 12 at offices of Tonge, Margaret st, Cavendish square 


Togspay, Aug. 12, 1873. 
Abbott, George, Birmingham, Machanist. Aug 22 at 3 at offices of 
Wright and Marshall, Townhall Chambers, New st, Birmingham 
Arthur, William Eyre, Bristol, Merchants. Aug 25 at 12.30 at office 0 
Barnard and Co, Albion chambers, Bristol. Fussell and Co 
Ash, Frederick, Portsmouth, General Salesman. Aug 25 at 3 at office 
of Wainscot, Union st, Portsea. Blake, Portsea 
Aston, Thomas, Birmingham, Commission Agent. Aug 22 at 12 at 
office of Fallows, Cherry st, Birmingham 
Aug 23 at 12 


Aug 19 at 12 at office of 


Barkbam, Edmund, Wereham, Norfolk, Corn Merchant. 
at offices of Emerson and Sparrow, Rampant Horse st, Norwich 

Bickle, Henry, Ossett, York, Rag Merchant. Aug 26 at 3 at the Com- 
mercial Inn, Ossett. Ibberson, Dewsbury 

Bingham, John, Luton, Bedford, Wheelwright. 
Jeffery, King st, Luton 

Bolton, Robert Benjamin, Saffron Walden, Essex, Corn Dealer. 
26 at 2 at the Rose and Crown Hote!, Saffron Walden. Freeland 
and Bellingham, Saffron Walden 

Bourroughs, George, Southport, Lancashire, Builder. Aug 26 at 3 at 
offices of Parr and Sadler, Lord st. Southport 

Burton, Charles Tertius, and Edwin Ellis, Queen’s wharf, Hammersmith 
Oil Merchants, Aug 19 at 2 at offices ot Barnard and Co, Lothbury’ 
Rogers, Dane’s inn 

Bushell, Henry Knapp, Reading, Berks, Hardware, Dealer. Aug 28 at 
12 at offices of Beale, London st, Reading 

Carter, Charles Henry, Ipsden, Oxford, Farmer, Aug 25 at 11 at the 
Queen’s Hote’, Friar st, Reading. Goulter, Hungerford 

Christian, Younghusband, Royal Exchange, Stock Dealer. Aug 25 at 
2 at office of King, Birchin Jane 

Claughton, John William, Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. Aug 27 at 2 at 
cffices ot Simpson and Burrell, Albion st, Leeds 

Clegg, Samuel, Heckmondwike, York, Printer. Aug 25 at 3 at the 
Black Bull Inn, Mirfield 

Cocks, Dennis Clarke, Norwich, Tailor. Ang 29 at 4 at office of Sadd, 
Church st, Theatre st, Norwich 

Cole, Charles, Luton, Bedford, Straw Hat Manufacturer. Aug 28 at 1 
at offices of Jeffery, King st, Luton 

Cook, Henry, Wolverhampton, Stafford, Provision Dealer’s Assistant. 
Aug 27 at 11 at office of Langman, Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Corfield, John, Rhyl, Fiiat, Wine Mercbant.. Aug 23 at 10 at offices of 
Wiliams, Water st, Rhyl 

Crowhurst, Henry, Brighton, Sussex, Printer. 
Brandreth, Middle st, Brighton 

Ecwards, Edward, Ffynongoch Pennwch, Lianbadarnodyn, Cardigan, 
Grocer. Sept 5 at 2 at offices of Lloyd, High st, Lampeter 

Ellerbeck, Joseph, Heywood, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. Aug 26 
at 2.45 at office of Brett, Kennedy st, Manchester 

Fitt, Henry, and Frederick Armes, Norwich, Boot Manufacturers. 
26 at 3 at offices of Chittock, Bank st, Norwich 

Frisby, Joseph, Leicester, General Dealer, Aug 20 at 2 at office of 
Fowler and Co, Hotel st, Leicester 

Gadd, John, Springfield, Essex, Gardener. Aug 25 at 2 at the Grey- 
hound Hotel, High st, Croydon. Blyth, Chelmsford 

Garvey, Robert Patrick, Everton, Lancashire, Grocer. Sept 6 at 11 at 
Offices of Lowe, Castle st, L verpool 

Genn, George, Sheffield, Butcher. Aug 22 at 4 at offices of Binney and 
Sons, oe st chambers, Sheffield 

Ginger, Tom Coleman, Great Stanmore, Middlesex, Butcher. Aug 25 
at 4 at offices of Ablett, Cambridge terrace, Hyde Park 

Haigh, Thomas Wenry, Hanley, Stafford, Watchmaker. Aug 28 atl at 
the Copeland Arms Hotel, Stoke-upon-Trent. Welch, Longton 


Aug 28 at 5 at office of 
Aug 


Aug 27 at 3 at offices of 


Aug 





Hall, Peter, Manchester, Commission Agent. Aug 29 at 3 at the 
Clarence Hotel, Spring gardens, Manchester. Leigh, Manchester 

Hawkins, John, Beverley, York, Hosier. Aug 27 at li at offices of 
Shepherd and Co, Lairgate, Beverley 

Haycock, Edward, Harborne, Stafford, Carpenter. Aug 25 at 10 at 
offices of East, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Hepworth, Alfred George, Somerford grove, Stoke Newington, out of 
buginess. Aug 33 at 4 at office of Pain, Marylebone rd 

Hewitt, George, Hounslet, Leeds, Carter. Aug 25 at 3 at office of 
Faweett and Malcolm, Park row, Leeds 

Higgins, William Henry, and Vincent Joseph Higgins, St Swithin’s lane, 
— Merchants. Aug 26 at 3 at offices of Plews and Irvine, Mark 

ane 

Humphreys, Charles, Seymonr place, Bryanstone sq, Oiiman, Aug 25 
at 2 at offices of Izard and Betts, Eastcheap 

Irvine, Joseph, Liverpool, Grocer. Aug 27 at 3 at offices of Lawrence 
and Dixon, Harrington st, Liverpool 

Jones, Charles Thomas, Bridport place, Hoxton, Licensed Victualler, 
Aug 39 at 3 at offices of Kent and Cobbold, Cannon st 

Kelsey, Edward, and Arthur Kelsey, Coventry, Warwick, Ribbon 
Manufacturers. Aug 22 at 12 at tue King’s Head Hotel, Coventry, 
Minster, Coventry 

Kerswill,; John, Marylebone rd, Wheelwright. Aug 21 at 10 at offices 
of Lind, New inn, Strand 

Kurtz, Manilias, Nichols sq, Hackney rd, Stick Manufacturer, Aug 26 
at 3 at office of Silberberg, Cornhill 

Levin, Joseph, Liverpoo!, Clothier. Aug 25 at 2 at offices of Etty, Lord 
st, Liverpool 

Lewis, John William, Newcastle-unon-Tyne, Sanitary Engineer. Aug 
26 at 11 at offices Chartress and Youll, Ceatral buildings, Grainger 
st West, Newcastle-upon-lyne 

Lorainé, Charles, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Bookbinder, Aug 22 at Il at 
offices of Sewell, Grey st, Newcastle-apon-Tyne 

Mardon, Henry, Great College st, Camden Town, Baker. Aug 28 at 3 
at offices of Lewis, Hatton garden, Holborn 

Mason, William Henry, jun, Brighton, Sussex, Photographer. Aug 22 
at lat offices of Goodman, Prince Albert st, Brighton 

Masters, Walter Boutcher, Woodford, Essex, Clerk, Aug 21 at 12 at 
offices of Standing, Eastcheap 

May, John William, Exeter, Boot Maker. Aug 2l at 12 at the Acland 
Arms Inn, St Sidwell st, Exeter. Fioud, Exeter 

McGill, Bobert, St Helen’s, Lancashire, Mining Engineer. Aug 26 at 
3 at offices of Mather, Harrington st, Liverpoo! 

McKellen, Robert Dunseith, Manchester, Smallware Manufacturer. 
Aug 25 at 3 at office of Needham, York st, Manchester 

Mettrick, James, Hinchliff Mill, near Holmfirth, York, Mungo Manu- 
facturer, Aug 21 at1l at offices of lveson and Meller, Wellington 
buildings, Queen st, Huddersfield 

Morgan Rowland, Walton st, Chelsea, Carpenter. Aug 21 at 3 at office 
of Marshall, Lincoln’s inn fields 

Morgan, Thomas, Birmingham, Fishmonger. Aug 22 at 12 at office of 
Kennedy, Ann st, Birmingham 

Noble, Atkin Benjamin, Swineshead, Lincoln, Farmer. Aug 25 at 12 
at offices of Bean, Boston 

Palmer, Charles, jun, Sevenoaks, Kent, Insurance Agent. Aug 25 ab 

2 at offices of Stopher, Coleman st 

Pearson, William, Old Change, Woollen Factor. Sept 6 at 3 at offices 
of Bastard, Brabant court 

Quirsfeld, Otto, Basinghall st, Pipe Importer. Aug 25 at 1 at offices of 
Reed and Lovell, Guildhall chambers, Basinghall st 

Ray, George, Ramsgate, Kent, DrillInstructor, Sept 1 at 3 at the Bull 
and George Hotel, High st, Ramsgate. Threherne and Wolferstan, 
Ramsgate 

Riley, George Denton, Huddersfield, York, Woollen Merchant. Aug 
21 at 3 at offices of Hesp and Co, Station st, Haddersfield 

Round, William, Oldbury, Worcester, Miner. Aug 29 at 1! at offices of 
Shakespeare, Church st, Oldbury 

Smith, Alfred, Huddersfield, York, Watchmaker. Aug 23 at 11 at office 
of Craven and Sunderland, King st, Huddersfield 

Smith, Alfred. Henry, Swindon, Wilts, Grocer. Aug 22 at 11 at offices 
of Kinneir and Tombs, High st, Swindon 

Smith, Henry, Flordon, Norfolk, Farmer. Aug 25 at 1 at office of 
Stanley, Bank p!ain, Norwich 

Spriggs, Arthur, Richard, Bridge rd, Battersea, Lime Merchant. Aug 
23 at 2 at office of Easton, Clifford’s inn, Fleet st 

Spurgin, Isabeila, Burlington rd, Bayswater, Widow. Aug 28 at 2 at 
offices of Jackson, Great Western rd, Westbourne Park, Hillyard 
and Gribble, Marylebone rd 

Sumner, Charles, Formby, Lancashire, Farmer. Aug 25 at 3 at offices 
of Murphy, Dale st, Liverpool 

Taylor, Robert, Ripsiioasem, Shoe Manufacturer. Aug 19 at 3 at office 
of Parry, Bennett’s hill, Birmingham 

Thompson, Fergus, Bolton, Lancashire, Shopkeeper. Aug 25 at3 at 
offices of Dawson, Exchange st East, Bolton 

Tyler, Peter, be pag Furniture Dealer, Aug 23 at 3 at offices of 
Tree, S 8b, 

Venables, George, West Bromwich, Stafford, Chemist. Aug 29 at 11 at 
offices of Topham, High st, West Bromwich 

Wale, Richard Cartwright, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer. Aug 27 at 
12 at offices of Harvey, Pocklingtons walk, Leicester 

Walsh, Andrew, Blackburn, Lancashire, Tea Merchant. Aug 26 at 2 
at the Spread Eagle Hotel, Corporation st, Manchester. Backhouse, 
Blackburn 

Watson, Benjamin, Birmingham, Grocer. Aug 22 at 10 at office ot East, 
Colmore row, Birmingham 

Weddle, Thomas, Biriingham, Dealer in Toys. Aug 22 at the Great 
Western Hotel, Monmouth st, Birmingham. Foster, Birmingham 

Wells, Henry, Church st, Chelsea, Chandler’s shop Keeper. Aug 10 at 
3 at offices of Marshali, Liacoln’s inn fleids 

Williams, Thomas Humphrey, Talysarn, Carnarvon, Boot Dealer. Aug 
25 at 3 at the Royal Hotle, Roy!. Allanson, Carnarvon 

Wilson, William,“Stanningley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. Aug 20 at 
2 at offices of Granger, Bank st, Leeds 

Winks, William, Lincoln, Draper’s Assistant, Aug 26 at 11 at office of 
Page, Fiaxen gate, Lincoln 

Wood, Kichard, Carshalton, Surrey, Draper. Aug 20 at 11 at the Gulld- 
hall Coffee House, Gresham st. Parry 








